
72'3 2 G-000-105.63 

FERNALD ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT PROJECT - PROPOSED 
SITE TREATMENT PLAN - BACKGROUND VOLUME AND PLAN VOLUME 
- (ALSO CONTAINS REGULATION DRIVERS) 

10/04/95 

DOE-FN PUBLIC 
800' 
PLAN 



FERNALD ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT PROJECT 

L 

r d 

PROPOSED SITE 
TREATMENT PLAN 

BACKGROUND VOLUME 
PLAN VOLUME 



BEFORE THE 
OHIO ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

In the Matter Of: 

I .  United States Department of  Energy 
Fernald Environmental Management Project : Findinas and Orde rs 
P.O. Box 389705 

Pirector s Final 

Cincinnati, Ohio 45239 

Respondent 

It is hereby agreed by  and among the patties hereto as fb'iiows: 

ers") are issued t o  the United 
D.O'E")-gursuant t o  the ' authority 

or") under Chapters 3734. 

These Orders .shall a he Respondent, i ts  assigns, 
and successors in interest. eration of the Facility will in 
any w a y  alter the Respo r these Orders. Except as 
otherwise expressly provid obligations under these Orders 
may be altered only by w . .  . .  
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111. REF1 NlTlO NS 

Unless otherwise stated below, all terms used in these Orders shall have the 
same meaning as used in Chapter 3734. of t he  ORC and the regulations promulgated 
thereunder. 

Milestone: 

A "milestone" is a fixed, firm, and enforceable date as set forth in the approved 
STP. A milestone is a requirement and is enforceable. Milestones correspond 
t o  the categories of milestones set forth in Order 1 .B. 

Revision: 

A "revision" is a change t o  the approved STP which requires, for those affected 
portions of the STP, public notice by the Ohio EPA of availability of the revised 
STP, and consultation by Ohio EPA with affected states and U.S. EPA, 
pursuant t o  these Orders and Section 105 of the Federal Facility Compliance 
Act, 42 U.S.C. Section 6939c(b)(4). A revision shall include: (a) the addition 
or deletion of a treatment facility or a treatment technology with respect t o  the  
approved STP; and (b) an extension of milestone for a period greater than sixty 
(60) days. However, changes in waste volume, the addition or deletion o f  
wastes or waste types, extensions of milestones for a period less than or equal 
t o  sixty (60) days, or changes t o  target dates shall not, by themselves, 

.~ constitute revisions. I <. .. - , ?.&-<.; !,;*- " ',2,4''. .*';:- ' - ' .. - -  . .  

.-. . . , . .  
Target Date: 

l l ,cjF>i-  I . , * @ . .  rL 

A "target date" is an anticipated 'completion date for a task that has not been 
designated as a milestone and shall be  a goal for accomplishing a designated 
task. A target.date is not,aig?qyire.ment and is not enforceable. Target dates 
.correspond t o  the categoiie%lk$&@et dates set forth in Order 1..B. 

r. , I.: , + +U ;. . C" .. I y*< 

. .,. A 
. I  

.J, 11 _ _ P .  

. , ' 2  p c.r. 

,.-.- :: <, ;2 z " 
'., ._ Unavoidable Delay: . .  

An event of "unavoidable'.delay" means anyyevent beyond the control of  DOE 
which prevents or delays ' performancej_of; iany obligation required by the  
approved STP and these Orders, and 'which could not be overcome by due 
diligence on  the part of  DOE. 
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"Funding Availability" or "Available Funds" means: (1  ) DOE-FEMPS 
Environmental Restoration (ER) budget allocation, for determinations with respect to 
milestones for the current FY; and (2) DOE-FEMPS Environmental Management (EM) 
budget allocation (Le. ER and Waste Management budget allocation or EM target 
funding level for the  Facility), for determinations with respect to other schedules (e.g. 
FY + 1, FY + 2 milestones). 

IV. FINDINGS OF FACT 

1. The United States Department of Energy ("Respondent or DOE") owns  and 
operates the  Fernald Environmental Management Project ("FEMP"), a former 
uranium metal production facility, located near Fernald, Ohio in Hamilton and 
Butler Counties, approximately twenty (20) miles northwest of the city of 
Cincinnati ("Facility"). 

2. The Fernald Environmental Restoration Management Corporation ("FERMCO"), 
a California corporation licensed to do business in the Sta te  of Ohio on April 
13, 1992, co-operates the Facility. 

3. The Respondent is a "person" a s  defined in Sections 1.59 and 3734.01 of t h e  
ORC and rule 3745-50-10 of the Ohio Administrative Code ("OAC"). 

4. A t  the  Facility, t h e  Respondent generates "hazardous waste"  a s  tha t  term is 
defined by Section 3734.01 of the ORC and rules 3745-50-1 0 and 3745-51- 
03 of the OAC. 

5. Mixed waste is defined as waste containing both a hazardous waste subject to 
the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976,42 U.S.C. Section 6901 
et seq ,  (as amended ("RCRA"), and a 'source,  special nuclear, or by-product 
material subject t o  the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, 42 U.S.C. Section 201 1 
et seq,  as amended ("AEA"). 

6. The Ohio EPA received final )authorization' from the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency t o  regulate the hazardous waste  component of mixed waste ' 

on June  30, 1989 (54 FR 271 73). 

7. At  the  Facility, Respondent has generated, continues to generate, and 
Respondent is storing mixed wastes subject t o  OAC rules 3745-59:30 (solvent 
wastes), 3745-59-32 (California list Wastes), 3745-59-33 (first third .wastes), 
3745-59-34 (second third wastes), and 3745-59-35 (third third wd3QQQQ4 
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hereinafter referred t o  as land disposal restricted ("LDR") mixed wastes. 

8. The Respondent has represented t o  the Ohio Environmental Protection Agency 
("Ohio EPA") that  the treatment capability or capacity for these LDR mixed 
wastes is presently inadequate or unavailable. 

9. Subject t o  certain conditions specified therein, OAC rule 3745-59-50 prohibits 
the  storage of LDR mixed wastes at  the Facility for longer than one (1) year. 
See also 42 U.S.C. Section 6924(j) and 40 Code of  Federal Regulations, Part 
268. 

10. Section 1 0 5  of the Federal Facility Compliance Ac t  o f  1992  ("FFCA"), 42 
U.S.C. Section 6939c, enacted October 6, 1992, requires the Secretary of  
Energy t o  develop and submit t o  the Ohio EPA, for review and approval, 
approval with modifications, or disapproval, a plan for the development of  
treatment capacities and technologies t o  treat all o f  the mixed waste at the 
Facility. Section 105 of the FFCA further provides for the Ohio EPA t o  consider 
the need for regional treatment facilities, t o  consult with the Administrator of  
the United States Environmental Protection Agency ("U.S. EPA") and any other 
state in which a facility affected by the plan is located, and t o  consider public 
comments in making i ts determination o n  the plan. Section 105 of the FFCA 
further provides for the Ohio EPA t o  approve, approve with modifications, or 
disapprove the plan within six (6 )  months after receipt of the plan (hereinafter, 
"Site Treatment Plan" or "STP"). 

1 1. Section 102(a) of the FFCA, 42 U.S.C. Section 6961 (a), provides that  each 
department, agency, and instrumentality of the executive, legislative, and 
judicial branches of the Federal Government (1) having jurisdiction over any 
solid waste management facility or disposal site, or (2) engaged in any activity 
resulting, or which may result, in the disposal or management of solid waste 
or hazardous waste shall be subject to, and comply with, all Federal, State, 
interstate and local requirements, both substantive and procedural, respecting 
control and abatement of solid waste or haza'rdous waste disposal and 
management in the same manner, and t o  the same extent, as any person is  
subject to such requirements, including the payment o f  reasonable service 
charges. Section 102(a) also provides that the United States expressly waives 
any immunity otherwise applicable t o  the United States with respect t o  such 
substantive or procedural requirements. 
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12. 

13. 

14. 

,15. 

.16. 

17. 

waiver of sovereign immunity contained in Section 102(al of the  FFCA, with 
respect t o  civil, criminal, and administrative penalties and fines, shall not apply 
t o  departments, agencies, and instrumentalities of the  executive branch of the 
Federal Government for violations of Section 300A(j) of t he  Solid Waste 
Disposal Act ("SWDA"), 42 U.S.C. Section 6924(j), involving storage of mixed 
waste that is not subject t o  an existing agreement, permit, or administrative or 
judicial order, so long as such was te  is managed in compliance with all 
applicable requirements. 

Section 102(cl of the  FFCA further provides that,  after October 6, 1995, the 
waiver of sovereign immunity contained in Section 102(a)  of the  FFCA, with 
respect to civil, criminal, and administrative penalties and fines, shall apply to 
departments, agencies, and instrumentalities of the  executive branch of the  
Federal Government for violations of Section 3004(j) of the SWDA, 42 U.S.C. 
Section 6924(j), involving storage of mixed waste,  except that  such waiver of 
sovereign immunity shall not apply after October 6, 1995 for violations by the 
Respondent of Section 3004j) of t h e  SWDA, involving storage of mixed waste, 
so long a s  t h e  Respondent is in compliance with both: a plan that has  been 
submitted and approved pursuant to Section 105 of the  FFCA, 42 U.S.C. 
Section 6939c, and which'is in effect; and an order requiring compliance with 
such plan which has  been issued pursuant t o  Section 105 of the FFCA, and 
which is in effect. 

On April 6, 1993, Respondent published a federal Register notice (58 FR 
17875) describing its proposed process for developing the  Site Treatment Plan 
("STP") in three phases: t h e  conceptual site treatment plan ("CSTP"), the draft 
site treatment plan ("DSTP"), and a proposed site treatment plan ("PSTP"). 

On October 29, 1993 and August 31, 1994 t he  Respondent submitted t o  the  
Ohio EPA a CSTP and a DSTP, respectively. 

By letter dated February 17, 1994, t he  Ohio EPA provided comments t o  
Respondent on t h e  CSTP. 

By letters dated October 19, 1994 and October 31, 1994, the Ohio €PA 
provided comments to Respondent on t h e  DSTP. 

On April 4, 1995, Respondent submitted t o  Ohio EPA the PSTP for the Facility. 

On April 27, 1995, the  Ohio EPA published a notice of availability o f , t h m f F S l o s  
1 certify Ibis 10 be a true and acwrate ccpy of the 
Offickl CkCUmenf as f,!cd in the records c: the Ohio 
b v w n n c n : a i  Prc:cciit.r, ~ g m c y .  
D... hrln * n *  
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and has made the PSTP available to  the public upon request; on May 17, 1995 
the Ohio EPA held a public hearing to take public comment on the PSTP for the 
Facility . 

18. 

19. 

20. 

21. 

22. 

23. 

24. 

The Ohio EPA has  reviewed the PSTP, h a s  considered t h e  need for regional 
treatment facilities, has consulted with U.S. EPA and states in which a facility 
affected by t h e  PSTP is located, and has considered all public comments 
received by Ohio EPA regarding the PSTP. Based upon such review, 
consultation, and  consideration, t h e  Ohio EPA transmitted written comments 
on the PSTP to Respondent on J u n e  26, 1995. 

On October 3, 1995, the Respondent submitted an amended PSTP to Ohio EPA 
in an  effort to address Ohio EPA's comments on the PSTP. 

The Background Volumes of the PSTP and Amended PSTP contain background 
information and underlying assumptions regarding the schedules and treatment 
technologies proposed in t he  PSTP and amended PSTP. 

The Ohio EPA has  reviewed the Respondent's amended PSTP, has  considered 
the  need for regional treatment facilities, has  consulted with U.S. EPA and 
other affected states, and has  .reconsidered public comments received 
regarding the Respondent's PSTP. 

Pursuant to  ORC Section 3734.02(G), the.Director of Ohio EPA may by Order 
exempt any person generating, storing, treating, transporting or disposing of 
hazardous waste in such  quantities or under such  circumstances that, in the 
Director's determination, it is unlikely tha t  public health or safety or the 
environment will be adversely affected thereby, from any requirement to obtain 
a permit or license or comply with the  manifest system or other requirements 
of ORC Chapter 3734. 

Pursuant to ORC Section 3734.02(G), the  Director h a s  determined that  it is 
unlikely that  public health or safety or t h e  environment will be adversely 
affected by the  Respondent's storage of LDR mixed waste  at the  Facility 
provided that the Respondent complies with the requirements set forth in the  
following orders. 

The Respondent's submittal of the PSTP and the amended PSTP, the Director's 
approval of t h e  amended PSTP, and t h e  Director's issuance of these Orders 
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d-' 

fulfill t he  requirement of section 105(b) of the FFCA, 42 U.S.C. Section 
6939c(b)  with respect t o  the Facility. 

25. 

26. 

The Respondent entered into a Federal Facility Compliance Agreement with the  
U.S. EPA o n  July 18, 1 9 8 6 ,  that  requires Respondent to conduct a Remedial 
Investigation and Feasibility Study ("RI/FS") a t  the  Facility, pursuant t o  t h e  
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and liability Act of 
1980, as amended ("CERCLA") 42 U.S.C. Section 9601,  9- An objective 
of the RVFS process is to characterize the  nature, rate, and extent of 
contaminant migration at the Facility t o  the  extent necessary to select a 
response action. During the RI/FS, t h e  Respondent is required t o  make 
reasonable efforts t o  determine whether CERCLA hazardous substances a t  t he  
Facility qualify a s  RCRA hazardous wastes. On June  29, 1990 ,  U.S. EPA and 
DOE entered into a Consent Agreement which amended the provisions relating 
to the completion of the  RI/FS and remedial action of the  Federal Facility 
Compliance Agreement t o  meet the  requirements of CERCLA Section 1 2 0  for 
a facility on the  National Priorities List. This agreement w a s  amended on 
September 20, 1991  ("Consent Agreement a s  Amended" commonly known a s  
the "Amended Consent Agreement" or "ACA", Administrative Docket Number 
V-M-90-C-0 5 7). 

Respondent currently conducts mixed waste treatment activities at  the Facility 
pursuant to the Amended Consent Agreement. Respondent anticipates the 
treatment of all future generated ("remediation") mixed wastes, which are 
generated through implementation of the Amended Consent Agreement and 
which are similar in composition to  past generated ("legacy") mixed wastes, 
through the treatment systems (facilities and technologies) identified in the  
amended PSTP. Respondent anticipates that decisions regarding treatment, if 
necessary, of any new types of remediation mixed was tes  (Le. remediation 
mixed wastes that  are not similar in composition to legacy mixed wastes 
generated a t  t he  Facility) will be made in accordance with the Amended 
Consent Agreement and will be documented in future amendments to  the  
approved STP. Respondent further anticipates tha t  Respondent's efforts to 
ascertain t h e  volumes and locations of remediation mixed wastes will be  . 
documented in accordance with the Amended Consent Agreement. Finally, 
Respondent anticipates that the volume, location and final remedy for each new 
type of remediation mixed waste stream will be identified in the record of 
decision or subsequent remedial action and remedial design work plans for the . I I 

operable unit responsible for that mixed waste stream, in accordance w 

i .. 
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Amended Consent Agreement. 

V. ORDERS 

The Director hereby issues the following Orders: 

1. The Compliance Plan Volume of the amended PSTP submitted to  Ohio EPA on 
October 3, 1995 (Attachment I )  is hereby approved, subject to  the terms and 
conditions specified in these Orders. The Compliance Plan Volume of the 
amended PSTP will hereafter be referred to  as the "approved STP". 
Respondent shall implement and comply with the approved STP, in accordance 
with the approved schedules contained therein, and shall comply with the 
following terms and conditions: 

A. Covered Matters: 

i. The approved STP and these Orders address storage and treatment of  all 
mixed wastes at the Facility, which are not being stored in accordance 
with the LDR requirements of OAC rule 3745-59-50, whether such wastes 
were generated or accumulated in the past, are currently generated or 
accumulated, or will be generated or accumulated in the future. 

ii. Remediation mixed wastes, generated by Respondent through 
implementation of CERCLA response activities (both removal actions and 

. remedial actions), in accordance with the Amended Consent Agreement 
described in Finding no. 24, shall be managed by Respondent in 
accordance with the Amended Consent Agreement or in accordance with 
the treatment systems (facilities and technologies) identified in the 
approved PSTP, as follows: 

a. Remediation mixed wastes, which are similar in composition t o  
legacy mixed wastes, shall be identified to Ohio EPA by 
Respondent pursuant t o  Order 1.D. (Amendments) and except as 
otherwise agreed by Respondent and Ohio EPA shall be managed 
and treated by Respondent pursuant to  the treatment systems 
identified in the approved STP; 

b. ' Remediation mixed wastes, which are not similar in composition 

090009 
' .  1 . 

, , '.. . , . , .  . 
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6. 

t o  legacy mixed wastes, and are therefore t o  be managed and 
treated in accordance with the  Amended Consent Agreement 
described in Finding no. 24, shall be identified t o  Ohio EPA by 
Respondent pursuant to Order I.D. (Amendments). However, the 
management and treatment of these remediation mixed wastes 
shall not constitute an enforceable part of t h e  approved STP or 
these Orders. 

Compliance Schedules: 

i. Establishment of Milestones and Target Dates: 

Milestones shall be established for a three year rolling period consisting of 
the current federal fiscal year (FYI plus two additional federal fiscal years 
(FY + 1 and FY + 2 ) .  On the  effective date  of t hese  Orders, enforceable 
milestones in t he  approved STP are established for t he  next three federal 
fiscal years: FY (October 1 ,  1995 - September 30, 1996); FY + 1 (October 
1, 1 9 9 6  - September 30, 1997);  and FY + 2 (October 1 ,  1997 - September 
30, 1998) .  After expiration of t h e  current fiscal year, what were 
previously FY+ 1 milestones will become t h e  current fiscal year (FY) 
milestones, what was previously FY + 2 milestones will become FY + 1 
milestones. The planning schedule activities identified in the approved STP 
as FY + 3 target dates shall be converted to FY + 2 milestones. All 
conversions will be automatic and remain in effect, unless Respondent 
notifies Ohio EPA of any need to amend the  milestones, pursuant to Order 
I.D. 

* 

Target dates shall be established for t he  out-years beyond the three year 
rolling milestone period. On the  effective da te  of these Orders, non 
enforceable target da tes  in the  approved STP are established for the out- 
years beyond FY + 2. 

. In accordance with Section X, Funding, the Ohio EPA will consider funding 
availability in reviewing DOE proposals for establishing and adjusting . 

milestones and target dates pursuant to these Orders. 

ii. Categories of Milestones and Target Dates: 

The categories of activities for which milestones and target dates are 
established in the approved STP are listed in the  following tables. 

Depending upon the  s ta tus  of the  facility or treatment options (e.g. 
QOCOZO 
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operations under interim status or at differing stages. of development), 
certain types of target dates or milestones may not be necessary, or an 
alternative activity that is more appropriate to the facility o r  treatment 
approach may be designated, as agreed to by the Parties. 

Table 1. Typical schedule for treatment of wastes with existing treatment technologies 

Type of Activity Selected for Scheduling as a Target Date and Milestone 

a) 
b) procure contract with vendor 
c) 
d) commence system testing 
e) commence operations 
f )  

submit permit applications lor other documentation?l to the appropriate agency(ies1 

initiate construction ot facilities necessary for vendor operations 

submit for approval a treatment schedule for backlogged and currently generated mixed waste 
Table 2. Typical schedule for treatment of mixed waste for which no existing 

treatment technology exists 

Type of Activity Selected for Scheduling as a Target Date and Milestone 

a) 
b) identify and develop technology 
c) 
d) 
e) 

' 

identify funding requirements for identification and development of appropriate technology 

submit treatability study exemption(s) application, where applicable 
submit research and development permit applicationk4, where applicable 
submit for approval a schedule for treatment in accordance with Table 2.1 of a new schedule for 
development of alternative treatment technologies in accordance. with this section. 

Table 3. Typical Schedule for separation of mixed wastes 

Type of  Activity Selected for Scheduling as a Target Date and Milestone: 

a) 
b) 

c) 

d) 
e) 

complete an estimate of the volume of waste generated by each case of radionuclide separation 
complete an estimate of the volume of waste that would exist or be generated without 
radionuclide separation 
complete an estimate of the costs of waste treatment and disposal of radionuclide separation is 
used compared t o  the estimated costs i f  it is not used 
provide the assumptions underlying such waste volume and cost estimates 
submit a plan for treatment or management of residues, as appropriate, in accordance with this 
section 
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a- 

Table 4. Typical schedule for mixed wastes to be shipped off-site for treatment 

Type of Activity Selected for Scheduling as  a Target Date and Milestone 

a) receive site agreements 
b) 
c) 

initiate preparation of wastes for transport 
complete shipment of mixed wastes for off-site treatment 

iii .  For newly identified mixed waste streams generated or stored at the  
Facility, the  notification of a need to  amend the approved STP, need only 
identify the  waste  streams. If sufficient information on the  newly 
identified mixed waste streams is not currently available to DOE, including 
those mixed waste streams that are not sufficiently characterized to allow 
identification of appropriate treatment in order t o  submit an  amended STP 
within the  timeframes set out in accordance with Order I.D.iii of these 
Orders, DOE in its written notification may propose an alternative schedule 
for submitting the amended STP that addresses the  proposed amendment, 
including a proposed schedule for characterization where necessary. The 
final milestone/target date of t he  characterization schedule will be the  
requirement for Respondent t o  identify the method and location for the 
treatment of such wastes and a proposed schedule for tha t  t o  occur. 

iv. For mixed wastes that  need technology adaptation, the notification of a 
need to  amend t h e  approved STP, shall contain proposed schedules for 
identifying (1 ) the necessary treatment adaptation, and (2) the  method and 
location for the treatment of such wastes and a proposed schedule for that 
to  occur. 

C. Annual Report: . 

On or before the  3 1 s t  day of December, of each year these Orders remain in 
effect ,  DOE shall submit t o  Ohio EPA a written STP Annual Report for the  
previous federal fiscal year, and an updated STP which incorporates all approved 
amendments of the approved STP made during the previous fiscal year, for the 
Facility, The STP Annual Report shall include the following information: an 
accounting of the status of the projects described in the approved STP, updated 
Tables 1 through 8 of Section 3 of the  Background Volume of DOE'S amended 
PSTP; a statement regarding compliance with t h e  milestones contained in the 
approved STP; a description of any projected difficulties in achieving compliance 
with future milestones and target dates; an index or chart that clearly indicates 
all pages of the  approved STP affected by approved amendments of the  a - vramaz I Cef!'V this 10 be 6:carais of the 
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STP a summary of new waste streams generated or identified within the previous 
fiscal year; and a summary of any additional waste characterization information 
regarding existing, n e w  or projected waste streams. DOE may, at i ts  option, 
delay submittal of i ts  updated Tables 1 through 8 of Section 3 of the Background 
Volume of DOE'S amended PSTP until the 31st day of March of each year 
following a federal fiscal year for which an STP Annual Report is required t o  be 
submitted pursuant t o  these Orders. 

D. Amendments: 

1. I f  Respondent or Ohio EPA identifies a need for DOE t o  amend the 
approved STP, except for changes in volumes of  wastes identified in the 
Background Volume of the amended PSTP, or in the approved STP, the 
Respondent or Ohio €PA shall provide written notification within 30 days 
of  the identification of  such need and the reasons therefor. The 
notification shall be of  sufficient detail to  fully explain the rationale for an 
amendment of the approved STP, including an accounting of the 
circumstances that justify an STP amendment. If sufficient information on 
the proposed amendment is not currently available t o  DOE in order t o  
submit an amended STP within the timefrarnes set out in accordance with 
Order 1.D.iii below; DOE, in its written notification may propose an 
alternative schedule for submitting the amended STP that addresses the 
proposed amendment. 

.. 
11. Ohio €PA agrees t o  consider, in i ts review, all reasons provided b y  DOE 

in its proposal t o  amend the approved STP. 

iii. DOE shall submit an amended STP a) within thirty (30) days from the date 
of the written notification t o  address a proposed extension of a milestone, 
or a proposed change of  a treatment facility or treatment technology; b) 
within ninety (90) days from the date of the written notification t o  address 
a proposed change in target date, or any other aspect of the approved STP 
and c) annually, (with the annual report pursuant t o  Order 1 .C.) t o  address 
changes in volumes of waste identified in the Background Volume of the 
amended PSTP or in the approved STP. 

iv. If DOE disagrees with an Ohio €PA notification o f  the need t o  amend the 
approved STP, DOE shall, within 30 days, so noti fy the Ohio EPA, in 
writing of the reasons for such disagreement. If DOE and the Ohio €PA are 

*000013 
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unable to  resolve their disagreement, either DOE or Ohio EPA may invoke 
the dispute resolution procedures of Section IX. During the pendency of 
the dispute resolution process a s  set forth in Section IX for a good faith 
dispute over the Ohio EPA notification of the need to amend the  approved 
STP, the time period for completion of work affected by the  dispute shall 
be extended for a period of time not t o  exceed the actual time taken to 
resolve any good faith dispute in accordance with Section IX. 

V. 

vi. 

vii. 

viii, 

The Ohio EPA will determine whether the Respondent's amended STP 
constitutes a "revision" of the  approved STP, within the meaning of 
Section 105 of the FFCA, 42 U.S.C. Section 6939c(b)(4) and as further 
defined in Section I l l  of these Orders. If the  Ohio EPA determines that t h e  
amended STP constitutes a "revision" of the  approved STP, within the  
meaning of Section 105 of the FFCA, 42 U.S.C. Section 6939c(b)(4)  and 
a s  further defined in Section I l l  of these Orders, the Ohio EPA will in a 
timely manner, 1 ) publish a notice of t h e  proposed revision of the  approved 
STP and 2) notify the  Respondent in writing, of such determination. 

Based on the Ohio EPA's review of the  proposed revision to the  STP, t he  
Ohio EPA's consideration of the need for regional treatment facilities, the 
Ohio EPA's consultation with U.S. EPA and other affected s ta tes ,  and the  
Ohio EPA's consideration of all public comments received by Ohio EPA 
regarding the  revised STP, the  Ohio EPA will approve, approve with 
modifications, or disapprove t h e  revised STP, in a timely manner, and will 
notify Respondent accordingly. 

If the  Ohio EPA determines that the Respondent's amended STP does not 
constitute a "revision" of the approved STP, within t h e  meaning of Section 
105 of the  FFCA, 42 U.S.C. Section 6939c(b)(4) and a s  further defined in 
Section Ill of these Orders, the Ohio EPA will in a timely manner, provide 
written notification t o  Respondent of Ohio EPA's approval, approval with 
modifications, or disapproval of the proposed amended STP. 

Prior t o  approving with modifications or disapproving a proposed 
amendment t o  the  approved STP, Ohio EPA will consult with DOE 
regarding the  proposed amendment. DOE and Ohio EPA shall attempt to 
resolve any disagreement with respect t o  a proposed amendment, including 
a proposed extension of a milestone, pursuant t o  the provisions of Section 

L 7 L.. O(JG,q14 .I. I ceeif; !his :O be 2 !;I>? s:t axurpe  capy cf 
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IX, Dispute Resolution. Determinations by Ohio EPA t o  approve with 
modifications or t o  disapprove a proposed amendment will be accompanied 
by a writ ten statement detailing the reasons for modifications or 
disapproval. 

E. Duty t o  Perform; Extensions 

1. Except as expressly provided in these Orders, DOE shall cause all work t o  
be performed in accordance with the milestones established in the 
approved STP. 

.. 
1 1 .  Pursuant t o  Order 1 .D. of these Orders, DOE may request that a milestone 

be extended. Upon receipt of a proposed amendment to  the approved STP 
that requests that a milestone be extended, the Ohio EPA will determine 
whether good cause for the requested milestone extension exists, and shall 
approve the proposed STP amendment if good cause for the requested 
milestone extension exists. 

iii. For purposes of Order 1 .E. of these Orders, good cause for an extension 
of  a milestone may include a delay caused by, or likely t o  be caused by: 
(a) an event of unavoidable delay; (b) Ohio EPA's failure t o  timely take any 
action contemplated by these Orders; ( c )  the good faith invocation of 
dispute resolution or the initiation of administrative or judicial action; (d) 
the Ohio EPA's approval of a proposed STP amendment t o  extend another 
milestone; (e) additional work agreed t o  by DOE and Ohio EPA; (f) an 
inconsistency or conflict between such milestone and the requirements of  
any other existing agreement, order or permit t o  which DOE is a party; (9) 
the failure of an off-site treatment facility [identified as a preferred option 
in the approved STPI t o  accept or treat wastes subject t o  these Orders as 
scheduled in the approved STP; or (h) t h e  failure of a mobile treatment 
facil i ty [identified as a preferred option in the approved STP] t o  become 
available for treatment of wastes subject t o  these Orders as scheduled in 
the approved STP. 

iv. The Ohio EPA's determination of whether good cause for extension of a 
milestone exists is necessarily a fact specific determination. The fzrsgoing 
examples of circumstances that may constitute good cause for extension 
of  a milestone shall not  be construed t o  create a presumption that such 
circumstances will, in any particular instance, be determined by Ohio EPA 
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to constitute good cause for extension of a milestone. 

2. An exemption from the prohibition on storage of LDR mixed wastes, as set forth 
in OAC rule 3745-59-50, is hereby granted t o  Respondent and its contractor, 
FERMCO, to store a t  the Facility LDR mixed wastes  generated by Respondent, 
a t  the Facility, provided that  the Respondent complies with these Orders. 

VI. LlM ITATIONS OF DIRECTOR'S APPROVAL 

These Orders shall not be construed a s  the Ohio EPA's authorization t o  
Respondent t o  construct or operate facilities or t o  initiate treatment activities as 
proposed in the approved STP, unless otherwise expressly stated in Order number 1 
or 2. Nothing in these Orders shall be construed as limiting applicable laws regarding 
t h e  construction of facilities, operation of treatment facilities associated with the  
approved STP, or regarding approvals required for such construction of facilities, 
operation or treatment activities. 

I i: 

1 .  :.. 

VII. NOTICE 

All documents t o  be submitted pursuant to these Orders shall be submitted to  the  
following persons a t  the  following addresses: 

Ohio EPA: 

Ohio Environmental Protection Agency 
Southeast District Office 
Division of Hazardous Waste Management 
401 East Fifth Street  
Dayton, Ohio 45402 
Attn: RCRA Group Leader and FFCA Project Manager 

and 
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Ohio Environmental Protection Agency 
Division of Hazardous Waste Management 
Attn: Michael A. Savage, Assistant Chief 
1 8 0 0  WaterMark Drive 
Columbus, Ohio 4321 6-1 049 

DOE: 

U.S. DOE, Fernald Environmental Management Project 
P.O. Box 538705 
Cincinnati, Ohio 45253-8705 
Attn: Fernald Site Manager 

or t o  such persons and addresses as may hereafter be otherwise specified in writing. 

VIII. PROJECT MANAGERS 

Within ten (1 0) business days of the effective date of  these Orders, Ohio EPA and DOE 
shall each designate a Project Manager. Each Party shall noti fy the  other party in 
writing of  the designated Project Manager. Either Party may change i ts designated 
Project Manager by  notifying the other Party, in writing, ten (10) business days before 
the change, if possible. 

Each Project Manager shall be the primary contact regarding the implementation of 
these Orders. Except as otherwise provided in Section VI1 of these Orders, 
communications between the Parties concerning these Orders shall be directed through 
the Project Manager, for further dissemination t o  the respective Project Manager's 
organization. 

The Project Managers shall represent their respective organization regarding the 
implementation of  these Orders, including changes t o  schedules and requirements, 
except as otherwise provided in Order 1 .D. (Amendments), or Section IX (Dispute 
Resolution). The Project Managers shall meet periodically, as appropriate, t o  discuss . 

progress and problems regarding the  implementation of these Orders. 
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IX. PISPUT E RESOLUTION 

A. If a dispute arises regarding the approved STP or these Orders, the procedures of 
this Section shall apply. For purposes of this Section, the term "Parties" means 
DOE and Ohio EPA. 

B. Respondent and Ohio EPA shall make reasonable efforts t o  informally resolve any 
good faith dispute regarding these Orders at the Project Manager level, within 
thirty (30) days following the  occurrence of the actions or circumstances giving 
rise t o  the dispute. If resolution cannot be achieved informally, the disputing 
party may elevate the dispute for resolution pursuant to this section. If 
Respondent does not submit a written notification of dispute t o  Ohio EPA within 
thirty (30) days following the  occurrence of the actions or circumstances giving 
rise t o  the dispute, Respondent shall be deemed to  have accepted the position of 
the Ohio EPA. 

J 

C. To initiate formal dispute resolution, the disputing party shall submit t o  the other 
party a writ ten notification of any good faith dispute regarding these Orders. 
The written notification of dispute shall specify the nature of the dispute, the 
work affected by the dispute, the disputing party's position with respect t o  the 
dispute and the information the disputing party is relying upon t o  support i ts 
position. The Project Managers and designated representatives of the Parties 
shall attempt t o  resolve such dispute within thirty (30) days of written notification 
of the dispute. For DOE, the designated representatives shall include the Director 
of the Fernald Area Office. For Ohio EPA, the designated representatives shall 
include the Chief of the Division of Hazardous Waste Management. 

D. If the Project Managers and designated representatives of  the Parties are unable 
t o  resolve such dispute, within thirty (30) days of written notification of  the 
dispute, then either Party may submit a written statement of the dispute t o  the 
Ohio EPA's Deputy Director of  Programs (the Director's designee, duly delegated 
with the authority t o  resolve disputes under this Section of these Orders). The 
Deputy Director may meet with the Project Managers and designated 
representatives of  the Parties, and may request additional information regarding 
the nature of the dispute and the respective positions o f  the parties. Within 
thirty (30) days of receipt of  the written statement of dispute, the Deputy 
Director will consult with the Manager of the Ohio Field Office (or the Manager's 
designee) and will notify the Project Managers and designated representatives of  
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final decision shall be signed by the Director and shall be binding on the Parties, 
subject t o  administrative or judicial appeal or review according t o  applicable law. 

E. Except as provided in this Section, the Respondent shall maintain compliance with 
these Orders. However, if the Parties agree that there is a good faith dispute, the 
t ime period for completion of work affected by dispute shall be extended for a 
period of t ime not t o  exceed the actual time taken t o  resolve such good faith 
dispute in accordance with this Section. The t ime periods 'designated in this 
Section of  these Orders may be extended by mutual wr i t ten agreement of the 
Parties. The Parties may consult with and invite the participation of U.S. EPA and 
other states affected by a dispute during the dispute resolution process, as 
appropriate. 

F. Unless timely appeal is  sought, DOE shall incorporate the resolution and final 
decision of the Ohio EPA into the appropriate plan, schedule or procedure and 
shall proceed with implementation in accordance with Order 1 .D. (Amendments) 
and the amended plan, schedule or procedure, within thirty (30) days of  such 
resolution and final decision. 

X. FUNDING 

DOE shall take all necessary steps t o  obtain sufficient funding t o  comply with the 
provisions of the approved STP and these Orders. DOE shall consult with the Ohio 
EPA in formulating i ts annual EM budget request as set for th in this section. 

By March 31 of each year following issuance of these Orders, DOE shall provide Ohio 
EPA with information or a briefing on the proposed EM budget request for the Facility, 
including appropriate supporting documents. In the process of  formulating i ts annual 
budget request, DOE may be subject t o  target funding guidance directed by  the Office 
o f  Management and Budget (OMB). The information or briefing shall address the 
impacts of  such OMB target funding guidance. The Ohio EPA agrees, subject t o  the 
Ohio Public Records Law, ORC Section 149.43, not t o  release confidential budget 
information t o  any other person or entity prior t o  submission by  the  President of his 
budget request t o  Congress unless required t o  do so by court order. DOE may seek 
to intervene in any proceeding brought t o  compel or enjoin release of  this information. 
If allowed t o  intervene, DOE may assert i ts interest in, and the legal basis for, 
maintaining the confidentiality of  this information. 

DOE and Ohio EPA shall discuss work scope, priorities, milestones and target dates, 
I certify this to be a 1x3 and accurate copy of the 
official dcxumeni 2s <i!e3 in the records of the Ohio 

OS00~3  hvironmental Protection Agency. 



Director's Final Findings and Orders 

F ernaid Environmental Management Project c6 9-130 
w e m r  s . a o ~ 3 U I o  oJH3i:i:: 

United States Depaflment of Energy 

Page 20 
'V'd'3 OlHO 

right t o  revoke these Orders upon a finding that such revocation is necessary t o  
protect human health or safety or the environment. DOE reserves the right t o  seek 
administrative or judicial review of any such revocation. 

It is the  position o f  the Ohio EPA that the federal Anti-Deficiency Act, 31 U.S.C. 
Section 1341, as amended, does not apply t o  any obligations set forth in these Orders, 
and except as otherwise provided in these Orders, obiigations hereunder are unaffected 
by the Respondent's failure t o  obtain adequate funds or appropriations from Congress. 
It is Respondent's position that the obligations set forth in these Orders are subject t o  
the provision of the Anti-Deficiency Act and are subject t o  funding availability. The 
Parties agree that it is premature t o  raise and resolve the validity of such positions at 
this time. 

Xlll. M 0 D IFIC ATlON 

Except as provided in Section XI1 - Reservation of Rights regarding revocation of 
these Orders, these Orders may be modified only by mutual agreement of Respondent 
and Ohio EPA. Any modification of these Orders shall be in writing, shall be effective 
upon signature and issuance by  the Director, and shall be incorporated into these 
Orders and be enforceable in the same manner as any requirement of  these Orders. 
In February of  1999, and periodically (e.g., every three (3) years) thereafter, as 
appropriate, unless DOE and Ohio EPA mutually agree that no modification of  these 
Orders is warranted, DOE and Ohio EPA shall conduct a good faith dialogue t o  
determine whether the compliance schedule and funding structure of these Orders 
should be modified. Such dialogue shall consider the experiences and perspectives of 
DOE and Ohio EPA regarding the implementation of these Orders during the  previous 
three federal fiscal years, the most recent information on current and projected funding 
availability, and the status of major technical issues that are expected t o  affect the 
management of t he  Facility's mixed waste. If DOE and Ohio EPA agree that 
modification of these Orders is warranted, DOE and Ohio EPA shall endeavor to  
complete and implement such modifications within six (61 months of  the initiation of  
such dialogue. Subject t o  the first paragraph of this Section, i f  DOE and Ohio EPA 
disagree as t o  whether modification of these Orders is warranted, or regarding t he  
extent t o  which these Orders should be modified, either DOE or Ohio EPA may invoke . 
formal dispute resolution, pursuant t o  Section IX t o  facilitate agreement. 

. .  

, .  

I certify this to be a true and accurate copy of the 
official document as ii!ed in the records of the Ohio 
kvironmental Protection Agency. 
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and Activity Data Sheet (ADS) funding levels required t o  comply with the approved 
STP and these Orders. These discussions shall be conducted before DOE Fernald 
submits its annual budget request and supporting ADS to DOE Ohio Field Office. Ohio 
EPA will consider funding availability in reviewing DOE proposals for establishing and 
adjusting milestones and target dates  pursuant t o  these Orders. Ohio EPA's comments 
to DOE may include those additional or accelerated activities recommended by Ohio 
EPA that  are believed by Ohio EPA to be outside of EM target funding levels for t he  
Facility. DOE may revise its budget request and supporting documents t o  resolve t h e  
comments of Ohio EPA. DOE reserves the right to  identify which activities it believes 
cannot be accomplished within the  established EM target funding levels for the Facility. 
Nothing herein shall effect DOE's ultimate responsibility or authority t o  formulate and 
submit t o  the President appropriate budget requests and to  allocate appropriate funds 
t o  serve DOE's missions. 

XI. OTHERA PPI ICABLE LAWS 

Nothing in these Orders shall be construed a s  waiving or compromising in any 
way the applicability and enforcement of any other statutes or regulations applicable 
t o  t h e  Respondent's activities a t  t he  Facility. The Ohio EPA reserves all rights and 
privileges except a s  specified herein. 

XII. BESERVATIO N OF R IGHTS 

Nothing contained herein shall be construed to  prevent the Ohio EPA from seeking 
legal or equitable relief to  enforce the  terms of these Orders or from taking other 
administrative, legal or equitable action a s  deemed appropriate and necessary, 
including seeking penalties against t he  Respondent for noncompliance with these 
Orders. Nothing contained herein shall be construed to prevent the Ohio EPA from 
exercising its lawful authority t o  require the Respondent to  perform additional activities 
at t h e  Facility pursuant to Chapter 3734. of the ORC or any other applicable law in the 
future.  Nothing in these Orders shall be construed to limit the  authority of t h e  Ohio 
EPA to seek relief for violations not addressed in these Orders. Nothing herein shall 
restrict the right of the  Respondent to raise any administrative, legal or equitable claim 
or defense with respect t o  such further actions which the Ohio EPA may seek t o  
require of the Respondent. Nothing contained herein shall restrict t h e  right of t h e  
Respondent t o  raise any administrative, legal or equitable claim or defense (including 
lack of authority) with respect t o  any administrative or judicial appeal or review of any 
Ohio EPA notification of need t o  amend t h e  approved STP. The Director reserves t h e  

OSOOZl 
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The Respondent hereby waives the right to appeal or otherwise challenge t h e  
issuance, of these Orders. Nothing in these Orders shall affect DOE'S rights to seek 
administrative or judicial review of final decisions by the  Ohio EPA Director pursuant 
to  Section IX (Dispute Resolution), or final actions by the Director pursuant t o  ORC 
Section 3745.04 or other applicable law. 

The Ohio EPA and the Respondent agree that  in t h e  event that these Orders are 
appealed by any other party to the Environmerrzl Board of Review, or any court, t he  
Respondent retains the right t o  intervene ana Fxticipate in such appeal in support of 
these Findings and Orders. In such event, the  Respondent shall continue t o  comply 
with these Orders notwithstanding such appeal and intervention unless these Orders 
are stayed, vacated, or modified. 

IT IS SO AGREED: 

United States Department of Energy 

OHIO E.P.A. 
OCT-4 95 

T K T E R E Q  DIRECTOR'S J O U R N A L  

October 3 ,  1995 

October 4 ,  1995 
Date 

generic. doe 

Date 

, 
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XIV. WMINATION 

The Respondent's obligations under these Orders shall terminate when the 
Respondent demonstrates in writing and certifies t o  the satisfaction of the Ohio EPA 
that all obligations under these Orders have been performed or that all mixed wastes 
subject t o  these Orders are being stored and will continue t o  be stored in compliance 
with OAC Rule 3745-59-50, and the Ohio EPA Division of Hazardous Waste 
Management acknowledges, in writing, Ohio EPA's acceptance of this demonstration 
and certification. 

XV. OTHER CLAIMS 

Except as otherwise expressly provided in Order No. 2, nothing in these Orders 
shall constitute or be construed as a release from any claim, cause of action or demand 
in law or equity against any person, firm, partnership or corporation, not a signarory 
t o  these Orders, for any liability arising out of or relating t o  the operation of the 

October 4 ,  1995 
Date 

XVI. SIGNATORIES 

Each undersigned representative of  a party signatory t o  these Orders certifies 
that he or she is fully authorized to enter into the terms and conditions of these Orders 
and t o  legally bind such signatory t o  this document. 

XVII. WAIVER 

The Respondent agrees that these Orders are lawful and reasonable and that  
the times provided for compliance herein are reasonable. The Respondent, by  
acceptance of these Orders, agrees t o  comply with all conditions of these Orders and 
acknowledges that the Respondent's failure t o  do so may result in immediate 
revocation of these Orders and further legal action by Ohio EPA. 

f certiiy this to be a !Ne and accurate ccpy of the 
official document as filed in the rec3rds of the Ohio 
hvironrnsnta I Protection Agency. 
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Re: Director’s Find Findings & Orders 
United States Department of Energ@-- 
Fernald Environmental Management Project 
Cicinnati, Ohio 
Federal Facility Compliance Act of 1992 
Site Treatment Plan 

CERTIFIEDMAJL 

Mr. J. Phil Hamric 
Manager, Ohio Field Office 
United States Department of Energy 

Miamisburg, Ohio 45343-3020 
P.O. BOX 3020 

Dear Mr. Hamric: 

Transmitted herewith are Final Findings & Orders of the Director concerning the matter indicated. 

Sincerely yours, 

Thomas E. Crepeau, Manager 
Data Management Section 
Division of Hazardous Waste Management 

TECIdhs 

cc: Mark Navarre, Legal Supervisor 
Michael Savage, Asst. Chief, DHWM 
Tom Winston, Chief, SWDO 
Paul Pardi, DHWM, SWDO. 
Stephanie Bogart, Esq., Ohio Field Office, USDOE 
John Sattler, Ferndd Env. Management Project, USDOE 
Don Ofie, President, Fernald Environmental Restoration 

Management Corporation 
c:bwcMIiI (52)  

George V. Voinovich, Governor 
Nancy P. Hollister. Lt. Governor 
Donald R. Schregardus, Director 
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Plan Volume Summary 

The P l a n  Volume is  the second of two volumes t h a t  comprise the Proposed Site 
Treatment P l a n  (PSTP). The P l a n  Volume identifies treatment capacity t o  be 
developed and associated schedules as required by the FFCAct. The P l a n  Volume 
also addresses implementation of the Proposed Site Treatment P1 an  and establishes 
milestones and target dates t h a t  will be enforced by the implementing FFCAct 
Order. I t  references, but  does not duplicate. de t a i l s  on the options as 
discussed i n  the Background Volume. 

O H I O  E.P.A. 

OCT-4  S5 
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FERNALD ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT PROJECT 
PROPOSED SITE TREATMENT PIAN 

PLAN VOLUME 

1.0 PURPOSE AND SCOPE 

1.1 The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) i s  required t o  prepare a p l a n  
for devel opi ng treatment capacities and technol ogi es for each 
f a c i l i t y  a t  which DOE generates or stores mixed waste. pursuant  t o  
Section 302Ub) of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
(RCRA). 42 U.S.C 6939c(b). as amended by Section 105(a) of the 
Federal Facility Compliance Act [ ( P . L .  102-3861 (FFCAct)]. The 
mixed waste must be treated or otherwise managed i n  accordance 
w i t h  the land  disposal restriction standards under Section 3004 o f  
RCRA. Upon submission of the plan  t o  the appropriate regulatory 
agency, the FFCAct requires the recipient agency t o  solicit  and 
consi der pub1 ic comments, and approve, approve w i t h  modi f i  cati on. 
or disapprove the plan w i t h i n  six months. The agency i s  t o  
consult w i t h  EPA and any State i n  which a facil i ty affected by the 
plan i s  located. Upon approval o f  a p l a n .  the regulatory agency 
must issue a FFCAct Order requiring compliance w i t h  the approved 
p l a n .  

1.2 The DOE Fernald Office, hereinafter referred t o  as DOE-FN. h a s  . prepared this Proposed Site Treatment Plan  (PSTP) f o r  mixed waste 
a t  the FEMP. which identifies how DOE-FN proposes t o  obtain'  
treatment of the site's mixed waste or develop technologies f o r  
treatment where techno1 ogi es do not exi s t  or need modi f i  cati on. 
For some waste streams. a plan and schedules for characterizing 

. -wastes, undertaking technology assessments, and for providing the 
requi red p lans  and schedules for  developing capacities and 
technol ogi es , as appropri ate. are provi ded. 

1.3 This section intentionally lef t  blank. 

1.4 This .section intentionally lef t  blank.  

1.5 This section intentionally left  blank. 

1.6 This  section intentionally le f t  blank. 

1 
PSTP - Plan Volume 
# TTP-001 Rev 1.1 
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2.0 IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PROPOSED SITE TREATMENT PIAN 

The mechanisms and procedures f o r  administering and implementing the 
treatment p lans  and. schedules i n  Sections 3.0 through 5.0 of the P l a n  
Volume wil l  be established i n  the FFCAct Order. 

2.1 

2.2 

This  section intentionally left  b l a n k .  

Modi f i cat1 on of Techno1 ogi es 

Emerging or new technologies not yet  considered t h a t  provide 
opportunities t o  manage waste more safely. effectively. and a t  
lower cost t h a n  the current technologies identified in  the PSTP 
may be identified i n  the future. Working closely w i t h  regulators 
and other interested parties during the implementation of the 
PSTP. DOE will continue t o  evaluate and develop technologies t h a t  
offer potential advantages' i n  the areas o f  public acceptance, risk 
abatement. performance, and 1 ife-cycle cost. Should more 
promi si ng technol ogi es be i denti f i  ed , DOE may request a 
modification of i t s  PSTP i n  accordance w i t h  provisions of the 
imp1 ementing FFCAct Order. 

3.0 MIXED LW LEVEL WASTE STREAMS 

The Plan Volume of the PSTP establishes overall schedules for achieving 
compliance w i t h  LDR requirements for mixed wastes a t  the FEMP. The 
schedules i ncl ude those acti vi  t i  es requi red t o  br ing  existing waste 
treatment faci 1 i t i  es or technol ogies in to  operati on, and those requi red 
t o  develop new faci 1 i t i  es and capacity for treatment. The assumptions 
upon which i ndi v i  dua l  schedules are dependent are contai ned i n Secti ons 
3.0 through 5.0 of the Background Volume. The schedules may be affected 
i f  the underlying assumptions change. The project completion dates 
provided on the schedules do not include f i n a l  disposition of treatment 
residues. Dates provided i n  the P l a n  Volume schedules become enforceable 
through the procedure established i n  the implementing FFCAct Order. 

3.1 Mixed Waste Streams for which Technology Exists 

The FEMP has identified seven Preferred Options for the treatment 
of characterized mixed low level waste streams i n  inventory. Only 
minor modifications of the Preferred Option, i f  any, are needed t o  
t rea t  the wastes. These preferred options and their respective 
waste streams are presented i n  Sections 3:l.l through 3.1.7. ' 

OHIO E.P.A. 
OCT-4 95 
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3.1.1 Waste Stream for which Technology Exists - Preferred Option: 
Hydrofluoric Acid (HF) Neutralization System 

Project Name: HF RCRA Closure 

The FEMP mixed waste stream for which the Preferred Opt ion  is  
identified as the HF Neutralization System is listed i n  Table 1 
of the Background Vol ume. Treatment can be accompl i shed 
through the use of on-site existing faci l i t ies .  Treatment of  
this single waste stream is planned as a RCRA Closure of a 
Hazardous Waste Management U n i t  (HWMU) us ing  the HF 
Neutralization System. Detailed information on this treatment 
is located i n  Section 3.1.1 of the Background Volume. 

Consistent w i t h  closure p l a n  requirements , this project is  , 

expected t o  be completed w i t h i n  180 days after f i n a l  approval 
of the Closure P l a n  Information and Data (CPID) from OEPA. The 
schedules presented below reflect dates established by the . 

approved closure pl a n .  

MIXED WASTE STREAM FOR WHICH TECHNOLOGY EXISTS 

Pro.iect Start Date: January 31, 1992 (COMPLETED) 

Schedule for submittins a l l  amlicable Dermit atmlications: Not 
applicable. Treatment o f  this waste stream wil l  be performed 
under a RCRA Closure of a HWMU. The CPID for this project was 
submitted on July 17. 1994 and approved by the OEPA i n  February 
1995. (COMPLETED) 

Schedule for enterins in to  contracts: The contract necessary 
for t h i s  project is i n  place. (COMPLETED) 

Schedule for  i n i t i a t i n a  construction: December 31, 1994 
(COMPLETED 1 

Schedule for conductins systems testins: June 30. 1995 
(COMPLETED) 

Schedul e for commenci n s  oDerati ons : June 30, 1995 (COMPLETED) 

Schedule for Drocessins backloased and current1 Y aenerated 
mixed wastes: June 30. 1995 through August 30. 1995 (COMPLETED) 

Pro.iect Comdetion Date: September 30, 1995 (COMPLETED) 

PROJECT UPDATE 
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3.1.2 Waste Stream for which Technology Exists - Preferred Option: . 
Uranyl Nitrate Hexahydrate ( U N H )  Treatment System 

Project Name: UNH Neutralization System 

The FEMP mi.xed waste stream for which the Preferred .Option i s  
identified as the UNH Treatment System i s  listed i n  Table 2 o f  
the Background Volume. For clarity.  i t  should be noted the 

' scope of waste treatment under th i s  Preferred Option is more 
extensive t h a n  t h a t  covered by the Director's F i n a l  Findings 
and Orders (DF&O). dated December 27. 1994 directing treatment 
o f  UNH material. Specifically, this Preferred Option includes 
treatment of approximately 30.000.gallons of radiologically 
contaminated ni t r ic  acid from the Nitric Acid Recovery ( N A R )  
system. This waste stream was not included w i t h i n  the above- 
referenced DF&O. Treatment o f  the UNH waste stream associated 
w i t h  this preferred option was completed by September 25. 1995. 
Treatment can be accomplished through the use o f  on-site 
existing faci l i t ies  augmented w i t h  new piping and new skid-  
mounted pumps. The FEMP is a CERCLA s i t e  and has been working 
w i t h  USEPA and OEPA t o  t reat  this waste on-site through CERCLA 
Removal Action #20. Detailed information on this  treatment i s  
located i n  Section 3.1.2 of the Background Volume. 

The construction phase of the UNH Neutralization System i s  
scheduled and proceedi ng . 

MIXED WASTE STREAM FOR WHICH TECHNOLOGY EXISTS 
Pro.iect Start Date: November 30. 1993 (COMPLETED) 

Schedule for submittina a11 aDDlicable Dermit aoDlications: 
Not applicable. No permit required. Treatment of this waste 
will be performed under CERCLA Removal Action #20. (COMPLETED) 

Schedule for  enterins in to  contracts: No contracts 
a n t i  ci pated. 

Schedule f o r  i n i t i a t i n s  construction: May 31. 1994 (COMPLETED) 

Schedule for conductins systems testina: 
March 24. 1995 (COMPLETED) 

Schedule for commencinq oDerations: Operations i s  the date the 
FEMP began treatment u t i l i z i n g  this Preferred Option. 
March 24. 1995 (COMPLETED) 

Schedule for Drocessins backloaaed and current1 y aenerated 
mixed wastes: March 24. 1995 - April 30. 1996 

Project ComDletion Date: April 30. 1996t 
I certl!y ?hi; to be 2 :?:p enrf ac/c:;:$,o copy of the 

t Denotes milestone dates officisi dxi:rtcnt zs iiiza in rhc recards of tho Ohio 
hvironmeniai Proteziion Agency. O H I O  E.P.A. 
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3.1.3 Waste Stream for which Technology Exists - Preferred Option: 
Thorium Nitrate Treatment System 

Project Name: Thorium Nitrate 

The FEMP mixed.waste stream for which the Preferred Option 
i s  identified as Thorium Nitrate Treatment System is  listed 
i n  Table 3-in the Background Volume. Treatment of this 
single waste stream is planned under CERCLA Removal Action 
#9. Treatment of this waste stream will occur on-site using 
a vendor provided service. Detailed information on the. 
alternatives is located i n  Section 3.1.3 of the Background 
Vol ume . 

MIXED WASTE STREAM FOR WHICH TECHNOLOGY EXISTS 

Pro.iect Start  Date: December 31. 1994 (COMPLETED) 

Schedule for submittina a l l  amlicable Dermit amlications: 
Not applicable. Treatment of this waste stream will be 
performed under CERCLA Removal Action #9. The Project 
Specific P lan  for this project was submitted i n  
August 31. 1995. (COMPLETED) 

Schedule for enterina i n t o  contracts: Award contract w 
vendor for treatment. May 31, 1995 (COMPLETED) 

Schedule for i n i t i a t i n a  construction: Vendor will supp 
mobi 1 i ze equi pment needed for treatment. 
August 31. 1995 (COMPLETED) 

t h  

y and 

_Schedule f o r  conductins svstems testinq: Systems testing 
wi 11 determine Operational Readiness usi nq water t o  simulate 
operati om.  September 30. 1995 (COMPLETEDj 

Schedule for commenci no oDerati ons : Operati ons wi 11 begi n 
w i t h  the recirculation of the thorium waste as specified i n  
the Project Specific Work P l a n .  
September 30, 1995 (COMPLETED) 

Schedule for Drocessi na back1 oaaed and current 1 y senerated 
mixed wastes: September 30, 1995 - February 29. 1996 

Pro.iect Cornoletion Date: February 29. 1996t 

t Denotes milestone dates 

I certify this to be a true and accurate copy Gf the 
official docmen! as filed in the records of the Ohio 
b~+OrIm@ntal Prctection Agency. 

BY: 9 & Date i 0 - q -  Q4 
OHlO E.P.A. 
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3.1.4 Waste Streams f o r  which Technology Exists - Preferred 
Option: Wastewater Treatment 

Project Name: Liquid Mixed Waste Project 

The FEMP mixed waste streams for which t h e  Preferred Option 
i s  identified as Wastewater Treatment are located i n  Table 4 
o f  the Background Volume. Treatment of these waste streams 
will occur on-site i n  an existing faci l i ty .  This project i s  
p a r t  o f  the Liqu id  Mixed Waste Project. Liquids are will be 
bulked,  tested and a determination will be made whether they 
are acceptable for the FEMP Wastewater Treatment System. 
Detailed information on this treatment is located i n  Section 
3.1.4 of the Background Volume. 

The Liquid Mixed. Waste Project i s  designed t o  address 
treatment and disposal of al l  liquid mixed waste currently 
i n  storage through the WWTS or the TSCA Incinerator 
Preferred Options. 

MIXED WASTE STREAMS FOR WHICH TECHNOLOGY EXISTS 

Pro.iect Start Date: October 31. 1994 (COMPLETED) 

Schedule for submit t inq a l l  aoolicable oermit 
aoolications:  Not applicable. This  Dro.iect will be 
initiated as part of CERCLA Removal Action #9 (RA #9>. RA 
#9 will be modified t o  clarify the scope of work and will be 
consistent w i t h  the FEMP's Investigation Derived Waste (IDW) 
policy and NPDES permit and will meet the requirements of 
the RCRA wastewater treatment u n i t  exclusion. 

Schedule for enterina in to  contracts: No contract is 
requi red. 

Schedule for i n i t i a t i n a  construction: No construction i s  
requi red for this project. 

Schedule for conductins systems testina: 
Tank set-up and testing of WNS is  complete. 
October 31, 1994 (COMPLETED) 

Schedule for comencinq ooerations : Operations is  the date 
the FEMP, wi  11 begin treatment u t i  1 iz ing this Preferred 
Option. February 29. 1996t 

Schedule for Drocessi nq backloqqed and current 1 Y qenerated 
mixed wastes: February 29. 1996 through September 30. 1996 . '  



3.1.5 Waste Streams for which Technology Exists - Preferred 
Option: Ohio Mobile Stabilization System 

Project Name: Stabi l ization Project 

The FEMP mixed waste streams for which  the Preferred Option 
i s  identified as Ohio  Mobile S t a b i l i z a t i o n  System are listed 

' i n  Table 5 of the Background Volume. Treatment o f  these 
waste streams will occur on-site using a vendor provided 
mobile service. Detailed information on this treatment is  
located i n  Section 3.1.5 o f  the Background Volume. 

The FEMP published a request for information i n  the Comnerce 
Business Dai7y. Multiple responses were received from 
companies capable of performing Mobile Stab i  1 i za t ion .  

The FEMP will implement the S t a b i l i z a t i o n  Project as part o f  
CERCLA Removal Action #9 (RA $9). however, treatment 
operations will not begin prior t o  Ohio EPA approval. 

MIXED WASTE STREAMS FOR WHICH TECHNOLOGY EXISTS 

Pro.iect Start Date: October 31. 1994 (COMPLETED) 

Schedule for submit t ina a l l  amlicable Dermit amlications: 
Not applicable. This  project will be initiated as part of 
RA #9. The Project Specific Plan for this project was 
submi tted i n  September 30. 1995. (COMPLETED) 

Schedule for enterinq in to  contracts: 
May 31, 1995 (COMPLETED) 

Schedule for i n i t i a t i n a  construction: Vendor will supply a 
f u l l y  constructed mobile system. October 31, 1995t 

Schedule, for conductina systems testinq: November 30. 1995t 
Complete Operational Readiness Review. 

Schedule for commencincr oDerations: Operations i s  the date 
the FEMP wi 11 begin treatment uti  1 izinq this Preferred 
Option. November-30, 1995t 

- 

Schedule for Drocessi nq back1 oased m i  xed wastes : 
November 30, 1995 through September 30. 1996 

%. Pro.iect Cornoletion Date: September 30. 1996t 

t Denotes milestone dates 

OHIO E.P.A. 
OCT-4  95 

. t i  TCii tD D l R E C  1 OR'S JGUFih';.:.1 
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3.1.6 Waste Streams for which Technology Exists - Preferred 
Option: Ohio  Mobile Chemical Treatment System 

Project Name: Chemical Treatment Project 

The FEMP mixed waste streams where the Preferred Option i s  
i denti f i  ed as Ohio Mobi le Chemi cal Treatment System are 
listed i n  Table 6 of the Background Volume. Treatment of 
these waste streams will occur on-site using vendor provided 
services. Detailed information on this treatment is located 
i n  Section 3.1.6 of the Background Volume. 

Multiple contracts will be entered into for the performance 
o f  treatment for each technology i n  the Chemical Treatment 
Project. Specific work plans  will be developed by the 
vendor for each technol ogy . The technol ogy speci f i  c work 
plans w i  11 be submitted t o  the State for approval. 
Construction of t he  facilities will be initiated upon State 
approval of the technology specific work plans. 

MIXED WASTE STREAMS FOR WHICH TECHNOLOGY EXISTS 
Pro.iect Start Date: October 31. 1994 (COMPLETED) 

Schedule for submittina a l l  amlicable Demit amlications: 
Not applicable. I t  i s  anticipated t h a t  this Dro.iect will be 
initiated as part o f  CERCLA Removal Action #9'. The Draft 
Work Plan for this project will be submitted i n  
November 30. 1995. t 
A schedule for commencing operations will be provided i n  
each technology project specific work plan  submitted for 
approval. 

Schedule for enterina in to  contracts: 
The contract for imp1 ementation of the f i rs t  techno1 ogy w i  11 
be entered in to  i n  April 30. 1996.t 
The project specific work p lan  for each technology w i l l  be 
submitted for approval w i t h i n  120 days of entering in to  the 
contract. t 
The contract for the last technology will be entered in to  i n  
September 30. 2000. 

Schedule for i n i t i a t i n q  construction: Vendor will supply a 
f u l l y  constructed mobile system. Construction for each 
technology will be initiated w i t h i n  30 days of approval o f  . .  
t h e  project specific work p1an.t 

Schedule for conductins systems testinq: 
Operational Readiness and systems testing will be completed 
120 days after completion o f  treatment facility 
construction. t 

. '  

I certify 19:s to be a ! ; i s  ax! xzurat? CCPY C! the 
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~vironmental Prctosim A~cncy. O H l O  E.P.A. 
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Schedule for commenci nq oDerat i ons : 
Treatment will be initiated w i t h i n  14 days of corno'letian af - - - .  
system testing for each technology. t 

Schedule for Drocessinq backloqaed and current1 Y senerated 
mixed wastes:  February 28. 1997 through SeDtember 30. 2001 . _ - - -  
A schedule for processing backlogged and currently generated 
m i  xed waste w i  11 be provided by technology i n  each project 
speci fi c work plan submitted for approval . 
Pro.iect ComDletion Date: 
t Denotes milestone dates 

September 30, 2001 

OHIO E.P.A. 
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3.1.7 Waste Streams for which Technology Exists - h f e  6 ed v21.9 
Option: TSCA Incinerator * 

Project Name: Liquid Mixed Waste Project 
The FEMP mixed waste streams ( l i q u i d  portion only) for which 
the Preferred Option is  identified as the TSCA Incinerator 
are listed i n  Table 7 of the Background Volume. Treatment. 
o f  these waste streams will occur off-si te a t  the DOE K-25 
s i t e  i n  Oak Ridge, Tennessee. 

The FEMP is currently allotted 693.000 pounds or 
approximately 318.780 kilograms of mixed low level waste 
treatment capacity per year a t  the TSCA Incinerator. The 
FEMP plans t o  bulk mixed waste for shipment t o  the TSCA 
Incinerator. Oetai led information on this treatment is 
located i n  Section 3.1.7 of the Background Volume. 

Bulking and transport of these wastes w i l l  be implemented as 
part of CERCIA Removal Action #9 (RA & I .  However. these 
activit ies will not begin prior t o  Ohio EPA approval. 

The milestone dates’ for TSCA Incinerator are shipping dates. 
The sh ipping  dates are dependent on acceptance o f  the waste 
by the Oak Ridge Reservation and the State of Tennessee. 

The Liquid Mixed Waste Project i s  designed t o  address 
treatment and disposal of a l l  l iqu id  mixed waste currently 
i n  storage through the M S  or the TSCA Incinerator 
Preferred Options. 

MIXED WASTE S W S  FOR WHICH TECHNOLOGY EXISTS 

Pro.iect S t a r t  Date: October 1994 (COMPLETED) 

Schedule for submi t t i  na a1 1 a m 1  i cab1 e Dermi t am1 i cati ons : 
Not applicable. Th i s  project will be init iated as part of 
RA #9. (COMPLETED) 

. .  

Schedule for enterins into contracts: Contracting complete 
(DOE faci 1 i t y  t o  DOE faci 7 i t y  agreement). 

Schedule f o r  i n i t i a t i n g  construction: 
required f o r  this project. 

No construction is 

Schedule for conducting systems testinq: 
l a n k  set-up and testing were completed i n  October 1994. 
October 31. 1994 (COMPLETED) 

Schedule for commenci nq oDerati ons : Operations began w i t h  
the bulking of waste streams. June 30. 1995 (COMPLETED) 
Schedule for Drocessins back1 owed and current1 y qenerated 
mixed wastes: June 30. 1995 through September 30, 1996 



4b m a 2  
3.2  Mixed Waste Streams for which Technology Exists B u t  Needs 

Adaptation or f o r  which No Technology Exists 

) The FEMP has not identified any mixed waste streams for which 
significant adap ta t ion  and technology development i s  required for 
treatment. After f ina l  characterization, which will  occur as a 
part. of the project management process, certain variances may be 
requested. Specifically, there may be some constituents for which 
the LDR treatment standard is incineration. The FEMP may request 
a variance t o  allow chemical destruction or s tab i l iza t ion .  Also, 
certain debris may require a technology which is not practical, 
therefore. a variance may be requested for these wastes. 

3.3 Mixed Waste Streams Requiring Further Characterization or for 
which Technology Assessment Has Not Been Done 

All FEMP mixed low level waste streams identified i n  the PSTP. 
detailed i n  Appendix C.  have a Preferred Option f o r  treatment. 

4.0 

5.0 

This section- intentionally left b l a n k .  

This section intentionally left b lank .  
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Appendix I. Receipt and Management 
of Treatment Residual s 

Appendix I provides a residue management p l a n  for the FEMP. The FEMP will 
seek approval of the OEPA if required t o  receive back and manage treatment 
residuals derived from the off-site treatment o f  FEMP wastes prior t o  f i n a l  
disposition. Th i s  plan was developed t o  address the possible return and 
management o f  treatment residues resulting from incineration a t  the TSCA 
Incinerator . 

OHIO E.P.A. 

UCJ-4 95 
.:!;TCREO D I R r C i  OR’S JOURHAL 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

This appendix identifies the steps t h a t  the FEMP will follow when 
accepting FEMP treatment residuals from an off-si te treatment facil i ty.  
No hazardous waste from off-site faci l i t ies  i s  accepted and/or stored a t  
the FEMP unless the conditions of this Residual ,Management P l a n  and o f  
the Consent Decree and i ts  stipulated amendment are met. Under the 
terms of the Consent Decree, "No hazardous or mixed waste from an off- 
s i t e  source. not already listed i n  the [FEMP] Part 6 Permit Application. 
or a revision as -of the da te  o f  entry of this Consent Decree. sha l l  be 
stored. disposed, or treated a t  the [FEMP] w i t h o u t  the prior approval o'f 
the State of Ohio." 

This Residual s Management P1 an  is consi dered an Interim Fi n a l  document. 
No later t h a n  December 31. 1995. DOE s h a l l  submit a Final Residuals 
Management Plan for review and approval by the Ohio EPA. Upon approval 
of the Ohio EPA, the approved Final  Residuals Management Plan s h a l l  
supercede t h i  s Interim F i n a l  Document and be automati  cal l y  incorporated 
i n t o  the Compliance P l a n  Volume. 

OHXI E.P.A. 

OCT -4 4 5  
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2.0 SOURCE(S1 OF TREATMENT RESIDUALS 

The FEMP anticipates t h a t  i t  will continue t o  send hazardous waste off- 
s i te  for treatment prior t o  f ina l  d i spos i t ion .  The FEMP may be 
requested and/or requi red t o  receive back and manage residues derived 
from the treatment of FEMP wastes prior t o  their disposal. An example 
of treatment generating residues is the current use o f  the Department of 
Energy TSCA Incinerator located i n  Oak Ridge, Tennessee for the 
treatment of mi xed wastes amenable t o  i nci nerati on. 

Currently, the FEMP does not anticipate recei v i  ng residues back from the 
TSCA Incinerator. If this s i tuat ion should change. the residues will be 
accepted under the conditions of this Residual Management Plan and of 
the Consent Decree and i t s  Stipulated Amendment and i n  accordance w i t h  
Section C-Waste Characteristics of the FEMP's RCRA Part B Permit 
Appl i cation. 

The l i q u i d  mixed wastes t h a t  are shipped t o  the TSCA Incinerator for 
treatment are comingled wi th  the wastes from other DOE si tes.  The 
existing i nci nerati on process. process confi gurati on, and storage of 
post process residuals does not allow for dedicated batching or batch 
segregation from indiv idua l  DOE sites. The resulting residuals from 
this treatment process could potentially contain any combination o f  EPA 
waste codes identified i n  the FEMP's RCRA Part 8 permit application. 
The FEMP cannot accept any residues conta in ing  waste codes t h a t  are not 
identified i n  the permit application or w i t h o u t  prior approval of the 
State of Ohio. 
unless t h a t  waste contains radionuclides which have originated from the 
FEMP or w i t h o u t  prior approval of the State of Ohio. Any other off-site 
waste will be brought on-site only i n  accordance w i t h  the Consent Decree 
and i t  's Stipulated Amendments. 

In  add i t ion .  the FEMP cannot accept off-site waste 

The FEMP is currently anticipating t h a t  most of the l i q u i d  mixed wastes 
on-site meeting t h e  TSCA Waste Acceptance Criteria will be shipped t o  
the TSCA Incinerator for treatment. An annual  burn plan  is  formulated 
for the incineration of a l l  mixed waste liquids a t  the TSCA Incinerator. 
This burn p l a n  allots a predetermined percentage of the t o t a l  mixed 
waste l i q u i d  capacity of the TSCA Incinerator t o  the FEMP for the 
incineration of FEMP wastes. The t o t a l .  maximum quan t i ty  o f  treatment 
residuals t h a t  could be returned t o  the FEMP would be based on the 
actual percentage of mixed wastes contributed by the FEMP. For example, 
i f  the FEMP contributed one-third of a l l  l i q u i d  mixed waste incinerated 
a t  the TSCA Incinerator. the residues returned would be no more t h a n  
approximately one third of the to t a l  residues generated. 

1-2 
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3.0 RECEIPT AND MANAGEMENT OF TREATMEKT RESIDUALS 

The FEMP will request waste characterization d a t a  for each waste stream 
o f  treatment residues t o  be shipped t o  the FEMP from an off-site 
treatment facility. The off-site treatment facility will provide the 
d a t a  and level of detail t h a t  i s  required t o  characterize waste 
generated a t  the FEMP. This data  precedes actual shipment of the waste 
so t h a t  FEMP personnel can review the da ta  and confirm t h a t  the waste 
meets FEMP waste acceptance criteria. The off-si t e  treatment faci 1 i t y  
will furnish information f o r  each waste stream such as: 
e Physical parameters such as pH. color. physical state, f lashpoin t .  

particle sire. specific gravity, density, viscosity, l iquid 
content. compati bi 1 i t y ;  

TCLP analytical results f o r  toxicity characteristic constituents: 

RCRA waste code(s) w i t h  analytical d a t a  i f  the codes have been 
determined on the basis o f  analytical information: 

e 

e 

e 

0 

Analytical d a t a  concerning a l l  radiological constituents, i f  the 
FEMP waste was incinerated w i t h  waste from another site.. 

Land disposal restriction information such as t o t a l  organic 
carbon. total  susp,ended sol ids , constituent speci f i  c organic scans 
as necessary; and 

Generator certi f i  cations t h a t  the information for each waste 
stream i s  complete and accurate. 

e 

Results from analyses will be reviewed by FEMP personnel t o  determine 
whether the waste can be accepted by the FEMP. If i t  is determined t h a t  
the waste can be accepted, the off-site treatment f a c i l i t y  will be 
notified t o  schedule shipment of the waste. If  i t  is determined t h a t  
the waste can not be accepted. the off-site treatment f a c i l i t y  will  be 
notified i n  writing. 

When t h e  treatment residues arrive a t  the FEMP, acceptance veri ficati on 
is  initiated by f a c i l i t y  personnel. The following areas will be 
exami ned : 

a Documentation : 
a Mani fest and 1 and disposal not i  f i  cation/certi f i cation ; 
a Verification of manifest information: container count, weight, 

waste codes. etc. ; 
Container condition and label 1 ing ; 'and a 

gerprint analysis of the waste as specified ,in the FEMP RCRA oftlo E.$& B p errnit Application. Section C. Table C-3. 
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Designated personnel examine the hazardous waste rnani fest and land 
disposal restriction notification and certifications. Absent or 
i ncompl ete recei vi  ng/shi ppi ng documentation such as an i ncomplete 
hazardous waste manifest or incomplete or missing land  disposal 
restri cti on information are corrected or completed pri or t o  acceptance 
of the hazardous waste shipment. 

After verification of container condition and proper labeling, the 
contents of the containers will be examined t o  verify the physical state 
of the waste. The FEMP will sign the manifest i n  accordance w i t h  Ohio 
Administrative Code (OAC) 3745-65-71. The off-site treatment facility 
will be contacted immediately by phone if  any discrepancies or other 
problems are di scovered i n  documentation, condition of contai ners . or 
identification of the treatment residues. If discrepancies cannot be 
resolved. the off-site treatment facility will be informed t h a t  the FEMP 
has rejected the residue shipment and will return the residue t o  the 
off-site treatment facility. The FEMP will send a letter describing the 
discrepancy and the attempts t o  resolve the discrepancy t o  OEPA and 
USEPA i f  the discrepancy is not resolved w i t h i n  15 days o f  hazardous 
waste receipt . 
The FEMP will perform fingerprint sampling and analysis on a l l  incoming 
shipments of waste treatment residues based on knowledge of the waste. 
The analysis performed on the returned treatment residues will be 
determined by the waste matrix and contaminants of concern as described 
i n  Section C .  Table C-3 of the FEMP RCRA Part  6 Permit Application. 

Additional analyses will be performed and repeated for wastes t o  be 
received from off-site treatment facilities under any of these 
condi ti ons : 
0 

0 

Before the f i rs t  shipment. and a t  least annually thereafter: 

Whenever the process generating t h e  waste changes; or 

0 Fingerprinting results do not match the manifested waste 
preacceptance ranges and the discrepancy cannot be resol ved wi th  
the generator. 

Test methods specified i n  "Test Methods for Eva lua t ion  of Solid Waste. 
PhysicalKhemical Methods" (EPA Office of Solid Waste and Emergency 
Response. SW-846. latest edition). or other EPA approved methods will be 
used i n  analyzing treatment residues. The qua l i ty  assurance and q u a l i t y  
control rovisions for the waste acceptance sha l l  be i n  compliance w i t h  
applicab 7 e provisions of the latest edition of the Sitewide CERCLA 
Quality Assurance Project P1 an. Additional ly , the Qual i t y  Assurance 
Program Description s h a l l  be applicable. 
Between receipt of the treatment residues and verification, the residues 
will be segregated from other hazardous waste stored a t  the FEMP or 
other harardou aste undergoing acceptance verification. If the 
treatment resih!b &i?.kejected, the containers wi  11 remain segregated 
u n t i l  i t  is fea le t o  return the containers t o  the off-site treatment 
facility. ab!-4 95 
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Upon eva lua t ion  o f  the waste analysis d a t a .  a Reactivity Group Code will 
be stenciled onto the container. Each container will be assigned a 
storage location based on the physical state and i t s  Reactivity Group 8 

Code. Any subsequent movement of the residues will be recorded i n  the 
FEMP's hazardous waste tracking.system. The residues will be stored i n  
a hazardous waste storage u n i t  identified i n  the FEMP's RCRA Part B 
Permit Appl i cation pending f i n a l  di  sposi t i  on. 

OHIO E.P.A. 
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Q b -  r212 REPLACEMENT PAGES AND NEW SECTIONS FOR FEMP AMENDED PSTP' 

The l i s t  o f  pages t o  be replaced and new sections t o  be added i n  t h e  FEMP PSTP i s  
provided below. The pages are i n  the  order and sect ion they go i n  the  document. Each 
sect ion i s  d iv ided by co lo r  paper. Please note t h a t  when the FEMP PSTP was submitted 
i n  March 1995 many o f  the pages were two-sided. Both sides of t he  pages are provt-ded 
t o  avoid loss o f  t e x t  dur ing rep1 acement . A1 1 pages w i t h  changes are noted as Rev 1.1 
i n  the lower r i g h t  hand corner.  

I 

_ -  

REPLACEMENT PAGES AND NEW SECTIONS 

Executive Summarv 

Remove e x i s t i n g  two pages, replace w i t h  three new pages 

Backqround Volume 

Section 3.0 ' M i  xed Low Level Waste Streams 
Section 3 . 1 . 1  Hydrof luor ic  Acid (HF) Neutra l izat ion System 
Section 3.1.2 Uranyl N i t r a t e  Hexahydrate (UNH) Treatment System 
Section 3.1.3 Thori um N i t r a t e  Treatment System 
Section 3.1.4 Wastewater Treatment 
Section 3.1.5 Ohio Mobile S t a b i l i z a t i o n  System 
Section 3.1.6 Ohi o Mobi 1 e Chemi cal  Treatment System 
Section 3.1.7 TSCA Inc ine ra to r  
Section 3.1.8 Envi rocare 
Section 4.0 Sect i on Removed 
Section 5.0 Sect i on Removed 
Section 6 . 1  

Table o f  Contents 

Routine Operati ons/C1 osure/D&D Waste 

PAGES 
I . -  

iii 
33,34 

35.35-A 
38,39 
42,43 

50.51 
59,60 

106 
106 
1.06 

46,46-A 

80.80-A 
96,96-A 

Appendix A 

Section 2.3 Thori um N i t r a t e  Treatment System 

ApDendix C , Suppl ement (NEW SECTION) 

Summary Page 
Table o f  Contents 
Place t h i s  new sect ion behind Appendix C .  .Treatment Trains 

Appendix F, Receipt and Manaqment o f  Treatment Residual s 

Summary Page 
Table o f  Contents 
Pages 

Plan Volume 

Remove e x i s t i n g  pages f o r  e n t i r e  Plan Volume, replace w i t h  new pages 
Summary Page 
Table o f  Contents 
A1 1 pages contain r e v i  s i  ons 

Plan Volume, Amendix I (NEW SECTION) 
Summary Page 
Table o f  Contents 

A-17 ,A-18 

Summary 
i .ii 

C-197 - C-285 

Summary 
i 

F - 1 ,  F-5 

Cover 
Summary 

i 
1-10 

Summary 
i 

Pages 
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DOE=FERNALD 

PUBLIC COMMENTS ON THE FFCA PROPOSED SITE TREATMENT PLAN 

PUBLIC COMMENT 1.me treatment of the mixed waste will nrovide for the short- 
term and lam-term safetv and health of the cornrnunitv wsidt@s. the 
Environment and the worn 
AGENCY RESPONSE: All treatment of mixed waste at DOE-FEMP must be conducted 
in compliance with applicable Ohlo Hazardous Waste Rules and other applicable 
environmental regulations. These rules have been developed to provide for protection 
of human health and the environment. Prior to commencing treatment of waste, DOE 
will be r43qUlr8d to submit plans that describe how they will comply with these rules. 
Upon approval of these plans and commencement of treatment, DOE will be subject to 
inspections by the Ohio EPA to ensure that compliance has been achieved and 
maintained. The public will be notified when the new mixed waste treatment processes 
commence. 

PUBLIC COMMENT 2- -e no fmqr de- 'on of the 
environment 

AGENCY RESPONSE: See response to Public Comment 1, Compliance with 
applhble hazaflous waste and other environmental regulations will ensure that no 
further degradation of the environment will occur. 

PUBLIC COMMENT 3. The FEMP will not become a Dennanent treatment facilitv. 

AGENCY RESPONSE: Ohio €PA supports the recommendations of the Fernald 
Citizens Task Farce which proposed future land uses that would not include lreatment 
of wastes after the Fernald site is cleaned up. The proposed site treatment plan, which 
details the treatment of Fernald wastes plus a minimal amount of off-site wastes, is not 
inconsistent with the task force's recommendation. 

PUBLIC COMMENT 4 Jhs FEMP w ill not become a Ion~-lterm atoraae site 4r a 
disposal site for anv nonnFEMP waste. 

AGENCY RESPONSE Neither long-term storage nor disposal is part of DOE-FEMPs 
site treatment plan, The State of Ohio's position on disposal at the Fernald site has 
been clearly stated on many occasions. The USEPA waiver of Ohio solid waste siting 
criteria (which Ohio supported) is only applicable to Femald wastes. Thus, any effort to 

. 
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dispose of off-site waste at Fernald would have to go through a full siting process 
including a demonstration of full siting criteria compliance, a virtual irnpossiblilty given 
the site's limitation. 

PUBLIC COMMENT 5. If and when anv non-FEMP waste is brouaht onslte for 
treatment. the follodno condltlons must be met: a. It must nelther delav nor 
jnterfere with the remediat [oh ofth e FEMP: b. all cost of shimlna and treatment 

the .snndec c. the wastes must not contain contaminants or 
,c.oflCentfations other than those alreadv tm sent at FEMP; d. once treated, 
evervthinu must be returned to the sender foe disposal: and e. W d  all 
must be authyizecl on a case-bvlcase basis with m e n  public nartipipation. 

AGENCY RESPONSE: 

6.a. 

5.b. 

5.c. 

5.d. 

5.e. 

Any waste which may be brought to DOE-FEMP for treatment would likely only 
involve small quantities from the information that is currently available. One of 
the factors we would consider in approving such a treatment scheme is to insure 
that It does not interfere or delay an-site remedlation activities. 

It is contemplated at this time that costs of shipping and treatment would be 
borne by the generating sits. 

DOE-FEMPs residuals management plan and waste analysis plan requires that 
residual contaminants be similar and compatible in nature to that which is 
currently on-site. 

The Ohio EPA has requested that DOE-FEMP develop a residuals management 
plan for those wastes received from off-site. Ohio €PA will not approve any plan 
that describes long term storage andlor disposal on-site for this residue. 

Specific plan approvals to engags in the construction and operation of treatment 
facilities are npt being approved at this time. The submittal, review and approval 
of any such plans wlll be done with publlc Involvement 

ROEMOUND 

PUBLIC COMMENTS ON THE FFCA PROPOS.ED.$lTE TREATMENT PLAN 

PUBLIC COMMENT 1. The ttwrneat rink Inca hierarchy preferred bv the Ohio EPA 
as I? 1 modifv or build onsite treatment. /2) on-site mrtable mobile units. 13) Ohio 
oDXlan toff-site. in state), and 14) off-sita o a + f w e e t  s mv ammval. 

000049 
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AGENCY RESPONSE: No response required. 

PUBLIC COMMENT 2 The OEPA reviews of .all PSTP plans. apDear to be t&.inq 
plorce simultaneouslv with stakeholder reviews. Stakeholders. (1. for one) could 
have benefited from beinn able to peruse the OEPA r m a  

AGENCY RESPONSE: While simultaneous reviews have taken place, OEPA has also 
held two meetings with the public during the course of federal Facilitles Compliance Act 
implementation. At these meetings OEPA representatives shared with the public the 
issues and concerns that the Agency believes to be the most important. 

PUBLIC COMMENT 3. N.0 mention i 6  made of the auantiths or qualities ofthq 
MLLW at each of W e r  Oh io Five sites. LoaPcallv. each would benetit. as a 
Mt.savinn, from a cooDerative gheclulinn and use of the awallable mobile 
eaubment- .. 

AGENCY RESPONGE: The "DOE-Ohio Work Group", a group made up of 
representatives from each of the 5 Ohio DOE sites, has met throughout this period in 
order to examine opportunities for coordinated treatment of like wastes. A discussion of 
this groups efforts, as it affects Mound, can be found in Appendix B, Background 
Volume, of Mound's PSTP. 

PUBLIC COMMENT 4. The pret'erred treatment option for treatment of the 
Scintillation Cocktail in Vials (MD-WDOll at the Mound Facilitv is incineration at 
the Inhalation Taxlcoloav Research institute (KRI! in Alb e. W lnbted 
that the hazardous constituent in scintillation cocktail f o z n  le xylene and 
dioxane. Is an explosion hazard when -sed to heat or flame. In addition, 
human exwsures result in bratoaenic and renroductive effects from xvlene, 
me is a confirmed carcinonen. tumorlaen. and Doison inside the bodv. Will 
jTRI be informed and take nrecautlons? The-secondaw treatment option f a  
scintillation cocktail. the Mound alass melter. should not be considered asa-n 
9Dtlon due to this exdosion hazardous f r o m e n e  and dioxane. 

AGENCY RESPONSE: Hazardous waste regulations require that before a fadity 
treats, stores, of disposes of any hazardous waste, the facility must obtain a detailed 
chemical and physical analysis of a representative sample of the waste. At a minimum, 
this analysis shall contain all information which must be known to safely treat, store, or 
dispose of the waste. The lTRl is subject to these regulatlans, and therefore will know 
what precautions are necessary in order to safely incinerate this waste. 

. 
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ti is unlikely that the Glass Melter will have to be used to treat this and any other waste, 
However, in the event that the use of the glass melter would become neceMary, Mound 
would be required to obtain necessary permits to operate this unit The Ohio EPA, 
through enforcement of applicable air and hazardous waste regulations would ensure 
that Mound could safely incinerate this waste prior to the issuance of the permits. 

, 

PUBLIC COMMENT 5. The Glass  Melter is named aa a se~ondarv treatment cmtion 
for Waste Oil IMD-WOI 31. Assurnin$ a borosi-s is used in the Glass 
Melter. We meltina e u w r  the glass is between 1429dwrees and 2300 deqreea 
Fahrenheit. A serious risk exists if ianitable oils are added ta the m o l t e m  
termeralures of this level, 

AGENCY RESPONSE: Should the use of the Glass Melter become necessary, the 
State of Ohio will review all operating procedures through the permitting process. 
Mound must demonstrate the ability to operate the Glass Melter safely and in 
accordance with all applicable regulatlons in order to receive the permits for this unit. 

PUBLIC COMMENT 6. Jkadionuclidclr kontarninatcad residuals from the.. Waste Lead 
Cateaaries MD-WOIS. MD-W007t and MID-WOM are slated.to be sent to a 
commercia!! dlsmsal slte. Will the commercial site be licensed for otherwise 
,amwtave.dk and how will the commercial sib differ from anv land disposal site? 

( 

AGENCY RESPONSE: The residuals generated would no longer be mixed w&e, but 
would be low level radioactive waste.. Disposal could only occur at a landflll which has 
appropriate licenses and permits allowing acceptance of low level radioactive waste. 

PUBLIC COMMENT 7. Amalaamation qf.mercm IMD WOO61 withjnoMer metal 
ard. to rnav stabilize the mercldlv. but d o s  it s- is vaHv.h 

contain? Will thmQt-alsqneed .to..be special containers as well? 
II .. . .  

AGENCY RESPONSE: Amalgamation stabilizes and immobilizes the mercury, with the 
resultant treated waste no longer being a mixed waste. The tritium will not be stabilized, 
and therefore the treated waste will still be considered a low level radioactive waste. 
Thls waste will require special contalnerlzation prior to disposal. 

PUBLIC COMMENT 8. The tfiawl p h p  
undoubtedlv very crntic. Wmeir c-wcterrstrc 
these mixed wastes at the TSCA incinerator? 

-plan$% of: . L  
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AGENCY RESPONSE: The TSCA Incinerator has rigorous waste acceptance criteria 
which must be met before wastes are accepted, Mounds waste is currently under 
revlew by TSCA and preliminary indications have been given that TSCA will be able to 
accept and safely incinerate this waste. 

PUBLIC COMMENT 9. Is it likelv that a commitment will-be in place in reaard to 
&e development and use of the mobile units before thex-rovd 
period for the PSTP Os com~leted? 

AGENCY RESPONSE: The Ohio EPA has aSkt3d Mound to submit documentation 
which indicates the level of commitment by DOE to develop these units and to schedule 
their use by Mound. Mound has submitted available documentation, and this will be 
incorporated into the final STP. At the same time, Mound continues to pursue 
alternative treatment options that may be better technically, more economically feasible, 
and/or more timely. 

PUBLIC COMMENT 10. Is the Hanford site open to the recebt of residuals for 
nosal? If sites a re technicallv acceptable to manen e reqiduals. will thw be 

expected to do so unconditionallv? 

AGENCY RESPONSE: At this time, none of the residuals from Mound are proposed to 

Technical acceptability is only one of many factors that must be considered before a site 
will be able to accept waste for disposal. State equity, permitting, and siting issues are 
other factors that must be considered when making decisions regarding acceptable 
dis'posal sites. 

I be sent to Hanford. 

DOE-PORTS 

PUBLIC COMMENTS ON THE FFCA PROPOSED SITE TREATMENT PLAN 

PUBLIC COMMENT 9. The treatment ranklnu hierarchv prefemd bv the OMa EPA 
as (1) modifv or build onelte treatment. 121 on-slte uortable mobile l3) Ohio 
oDtion (off-site. in state). and 14) Off-Sib out-of-state, meets mv aoomval. 

AGENCY RESPONSE: No response required. 

. 
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PUBLIC COMMENT 2. Both documelat$. V olume I and. II, of the PSTP. are well. 
wtitten. 

AGENCY RESPONSE: No response required. 

PUBLIC COMMENT 3. Since e United S (USEC) 
md the Denartment of Enerav (DOE) are seekina ser, arate Land Disposal 
Restriction Comnliance Aureernents. wSll the final aareements differ o m  
havinls .separate time frames? 

AGENCY RESPONSE: The compliance agreements for USEC and DOE will be 
independently negotiated and will differ significantly due to their individual site plans to 
handle their respective waste streams. The differences between the plans refled the 
operational differences of the two facilities. Examples of these include timeframes for 
treatment, types of treatment technology to be employed, commercial offsite treatment 
versus DOE on-or offsite treatment, etc. Each 'wmpliance agreement will be tailored 
specifically to the facility and its needs. 

PUBLIC COMMENTS 4. Will the (MSEC! seek an aareement. with DOE far the 
disnosal of its LDR wastes as the DOE waste tmatment facllitles are establkhed 
mcl operatins. or will USEC continue with commercial disposal? 

AGENCY RESPONSE: At present, USEC plans to rely entirely on off-site commercial 
facilities or on-site existing wastewater treatment facilities for the treatment of its mixed 
waste. The possibility mists that USEC will request access to newly created national 
DOE treatment capacity in the future depending on changes in the availability of 
commercial treatment capacity and DOE treatment capacity. 

PUBLIC COMMENT 5. Will the USEC be sublect to Ohio maulations throuah the 
Qhio EPA of its Mixed Low-Level Wastes if DOE treatment facilities are used for 
USEC wastes? 

AGENCY RESPONSES: USEC will be subject to applicable Ohio regulations and 
regulatary oversight by Ohio €PA for management of its mlxed waste, including mixed 
waste that is treated at DOE treatment facilities in Ohio. If waste is treated at a DOE 
facility that is out of state, it is subject to applicable hazardous waste rules of that state 
or to those of USEPA, if the state does not have primacy.- 
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PUBLIC COMMENT 6. Has the Portsmouth Gaseous Dlffusl.on Plant (PORTS) 
received.ifs -1 Pollurn D ischarue Elimination %stem (NPDESI Demit for 
waste water dischame at fourteen outfall paints. due Julv~29.1994? 

AGENCY RESPONSE: The permit was issued on September 1,1995 and is effective 
through March 31,1999. 

PUBLIC COMMENT 7. In the PSTP. Volumes 1 and II. storaae of LDR waste and 
treatment dans for the MLLW at PORTS .am laid out. The plans for residual waste 
are nebulous. Concelvablv. the residual wastes Will demonstmte.aJ&&tx level a 
3 ' osal criteria ill need to be 
structured. befare a disposal site is n a w  

PUBLIC COMMENT 8.9ince thre e DOE waste clenemtots of MLLW in Ohio have 
LDR wastes of similar characteristics. the dlsnosal nlan Por residual wastes ;ould 
be s u f i c i e c c  
limited to Weir wastes. . . 

PUBLIC COMMENT 9. !f k o r  an Ohio site i .djmosa I 
a* 
do sa .uric.- I .  

AQENCY RESPONSE 7,8 AND 9: Management of residual wastes i6 only generally 
addressed in the plans. USEC does not plan to accept residuals since off-site 
commercial treatment will not require the return to residuals. If this changes, however, 
and residual are to be returned, USEC has agreement from DOE that will allow them to 
accept residuals for storage. DOE will accept residuals for storage onsite (both their 
own and those of USEC) if they will not alter the current PORTS health physics 
program. However, the ultimate fate or disposal of these residual wastes was not 
required to be addressed under the FFCA. In an ongoing series of national meetings 
being held between DOE and states who host these facilities storage of residuals and 
ultimately, dlsposal are issues that have received significant attention. States and DOE 
have worked closely to develop preliminary disposal criteria and to identify 16 potential 
DOE facilities that appear to be possible regional disposal sites for these residues. If a 
site is selected ta receive residues for disposal, it will not be expected to do so 
unconditional! y. 

PUBLIC COMMENT IO.  Will Technetium 99 not pose an additional cost due to its 
mobilitv and special rcontaOnment considemiom? Beina a beta t3 articles . m itter 
exposure with entrance into the bodv cause8 cell membrane breaks and harmful 
chemical chmEas w ithin cells. Often this factor is down-daved IBoardman, 
Radiation Impact: Atoms to Zvaotes. 1981.59-601 

AGENCY RESPONSE: It is not anticipated that Technettiurn 99 will add additional costs 
to the treatment of PORTS wastes. The characteristics of Technetium 99 will be 
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considered during the selection of vendors for treatment. The selection process 
includes evaluation of the vendor's NRC license and health and safety plans to ensure 
that proper controls are in place. Treatment of waste containing Technetium 99 will be 
perfarmed by trained personnel knowledgeable of the associated radiological hazards. 
USEC plans, at present, to treat technetium bearing waste at offsite commercial 
facilities that are NRC licensed to receive technetium wastes. Therefore, there will be 
no additional treatment or disposal costs incurred to USEC as a result of technetium. 

PUBLIC COMMENT 1 I. The Glass Melter at the Mam d Facilitv in Miamisbura is 
Earned as a tmatment ootion. A s s u m  a boros ilicate alass is wed in the G~tlsfs 
Melter. the meltina point for the ala= is between 1420 deqrees and 2300 denrws 

to the molten glass at temwratutes of thls Ievel. 
Fahrenheit. A sew 5 4  

AGENCY RESPONSE: The Glass Melter at the Mound facility will not be used for 
treatment of PORTS waste. See Mound Public Comment #5 and Agency Response. 

PUBLIC COMMENT 12. The current status of develoDment and testina .of the 
mobile treatment units is not mentioned in the PORTS PSTP Volumes. C ould this 
status remrt be available to stakeholders and others before the armrgval perlo& 
Is flnal? 

PUBLIC COMMENT 13. What reaulatlans and controls 
mobile treatment tethnoloaies..are orivatized? Who will Inspect the technoloaie 
In process? Prilvatlratlan should nQt be allowed until sttid controls and 
iniaections are in dace. 

place if the 

AGENCY RESPONSES 12 AND 13: Mobile treatment will not be used for treatment of 
PORT'S waste. However, if it were to be used, it would be subject to all applicable Ohio 
hazardous waste rules and applicable permitting requirements. The public will be made 

' aware of any future plans and applications by Ports to utilize mobile treatment so as to 
provide input at that time. 



Overview of 
Proposed Site Treatment Plans 

US. Department of Energ March31,:1995 

or more than 40 years, the United States has produced 
materials fbr nudear weapons, operated and conducted F research on nudear reactors, and petformed various 

nudear experiments on reactor equipment. These activities 
genetated both radioactive and hazardous wastes. The Deparc- 
ment of Energy (DOE) is k d  with the challenge of Znanaging 
these wastes. 

Waste that contains both a hazardous and radioactive compo- 
nent is identSed as "mixed waste." Mixed waste can be catego- 
rized as high-level waste (IUW), mixed-uannrranic waste 
(MTRU), or mixed low-level waste (h4LLW). The  manage- 
ment of this waste is panidarly challenging to the Deparc- 
ment. Currently, there is in&cient capacity, and in some 
cases a lHdc of available technologies, to treat these wastes to the 
swdards required by the Resource Conservation and Recovery 
Act (RCRA). 

DOE has prepared Site Treatment Plans to provide mixed 
waste treatment capaciry for 40 sites h 20 States, the locations 

of which are shown in Figure 1. Since the passage of the 
FFCAct, the stam of mixed waste at nine sites has changed; 
and, as such, these sites are no longer required to submit Site 
Treatment Plans. This Overview desuibes the process used by 
the sites to prepare the Proposed Site Treatment Plans and 
summarizes the locaaons, am, and schedules for the ueaunent 
idendied in these Plans. 

DOE is facing increasrngly uncertain funding and anticipates 
that hdq will be even more constrained in the hnue. The 
treatment and fidity schedules contained in the Proposed Site 
Treatment Plans reflect h d m g  constraints as they are currently 
-understood. DOE has invited the regulatory agencies and other 
sakeholders to participate in developing the Environmental 
Management program budget and priorities. This interaction 
will improve the way DOE does business and help to develop 
an effective Environmenml Management program that uses 
resources wisely. 

Figure 1. DOE Prepared Proposed Site Treatment Plans for 40 Sites in 20 Stotet 
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The Federal Facility Compliance Act 

The Federal Facility Compliance Act of 1992 (FFCAct) 
requires the Secretary of Energy to develop and submit 
Site Treatment Plans for the development of capacity and 
technologies for treating mixed waste. A Plan is required 
for each hciliry at which DOE stores or generates these 
wastes. These Plans identify how DOE will provide the 
necessary mixed waste treatment capacity, ind+ 
schedules h r  bringing new treatment ficilities into opera- 
tion. 

The FFCAct amends the Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act (RCRA) , the law that defines requiremena 
for the management of hazardous waste. RCRA contains 
specific restriaions on the land dsposal of hazardous 
waste, indudq treatment standards that must be met 
prior to disposal or storage. In general, DOE sites that 
store mixed waste are not in compliance with these land 
disposal restrictions because of the lack of capacity for 

The FFCAct as0 subjects Federal ficihues to fines and 
penalties fbr violations of RCRA However, DOE is not 
subject to h e s  and penalties for violations of the RCRA 
land disposal restrictions h r  mixed waste until after Octo- 
ber61995. 
DOE has followed a three-phased approach fbr develop- 
ing its Site Treatment Plans. The National Governors' 
Association (NGA), through a cooperative agreement 
with DOE, has coordinated representatives from 20 Stares 
and the U. S. Environmental Proteccion Agency @PA) to 

treating mixed waste. 

assist the DOE sites in evaluating the candidate meatment op 
nons and developing mixed m e  treatment plans. 

In the first phase of this process, the Conceptual Site Treatment 
Plans were submitted by DOE sites to their StatdFederal regu- 
lating agency in October 1993. They identified the broad 
range of options available to treat DOEs mixed waste. 

In the second phase, the Dmfi Site Treatment Plans md the 
nnge of mannerit options and p m t e d  the individual sios' pm- 
posed opdons b r  their mixed waste Thest Draft Site Treaanent 
Plans were submiued to the Satg and EPA in August 194. 

DOE has now completed the third phase and submimed Pro- 
posed Site Treatment Pians to the State and Federal regulators 
in March 1995. DOE submitted these Plans to the state regu- 
latory agency (or to the ITA, as appropriate) for approval, ap- 
proval with modificarion, or disapproval. Approved Plans will 
be enf$rced through Compliance Orders, which are expected to 
be issued by the regulating agencies by October 6,1995. 

The Proposed Site Treatment Plans contain the treatment con- 
figuration that resulted fiom discussions among the States, 
EPA, Tribal governments and the public, and fiom DOEs 
evaluation of its treaunent needs. Now that these Pmposed Site 
Trearment Plans haw been submid, M e r  discussions will 
rake place to wdc toward the ueannent configuration and schedules 
that will be e n f b r c e d  dzrough the compliance Orden. 

Overview of the Proposed Site Treatment Plans 

This Overview presents a summary of the complei-wide treat- 
ment configuration resulting fiom the options presented in the 

Mixed Waste: Mixed waste is waste that contains both 
hazardous waste and radioactive material (source, special 
nudcar, or by-product material as regulated by the Atomic 
Energy Act of 1954 [42 U.S.C. 201 1 a 9 . 1 ) .  Mixed waste 
is classified by DOE according to the rype of radioactive 
waste that it contains as either mixed low-level waste 
(MLLW), or mixed transuranic waste (MTRU). DOE'S 
high-level waste (HLW) is assumed to be mixed waste be- 
cause it contains hazardous componenrs or exhibits the char- 
acteristic of corrosivity. 

Low-Level Waste: Low-level waste (LLw) is mdioacrive 
material that is not classified as high-level waste, TRU waste, 
spent fuel, or uranium or thorium mill tailings. 

Tran~&c Waste: Transuranic waste (TRLJ) refers to 
radioactive materials conwninated with ereater than 100 

nanocuries per gram of alphaemitting radionudides with 
half-lives greater than 20 years. 

High-Level Waste: High-level waste (HLW) is highly radio- 
active material containing fission products, traces of uranium 
and plutonium, and other transuranic elements, that result 
from chemical proccsing of spent nuclear fuel. 

Life Cycle Cost: The life cyde cost is the sum to& of costs 
estimated to be incurred in the design, development, produc- 
cion, operation, maintenance, support, and final disposition 
of a major system over its anticipated useful lifk span. 

Constant Dollars: Constant dollars are a unit of cost mea- 
surement in which the current d u e  of the dollar is assumed 
to remain unchanged in the future. Constant dollars in this 
Overview use fiscal year 1994 as the current dollar value. 

2 
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Proposed Site Treatment Plans. As shown in Figure 2,72 per- 
cent of DOES mixed waste is W-level waste (HLW), 20 
percent is mixed low-level waste (MLLW), and 8 percent is 
mixed transuranic (mu). 

Fgure 2: Relative Volumes of Miid Waste Types 

MTRU 

MLLW 
20 Yo 

I 

I 
I 
I 

I Current Inventory PIUS fiie-Year Projections 

Although the majority of DOES mixed waste (5 1 percent) is 
located at the Hanford site in Washington, the site did not 
prepare a Site Treatment Plan. Because the Hanfbrd site had an 
agreement in place with its regulators for treating its mixed 
wasce, it was not required by the FFCAct to prepare a Site 
Treatment Plan. Some sites preparing Site Treatment Plans 
are, however, proposing Hanford facilities for the treatment of 
their wastes. Therefbre, H d o r d  wastes and facilities are in- 
cluded in this Overview. 

The Proposed Site Treatment Plans are consistent with the 
current strategies being developed for the ueatment of DOES 
HLW. HLW is managed at four sites (the H d r d  site in 
Washington, the Savannah River site in South Carolina, the 
West Valley Demonstration Project in New York, and the 
Idaho National Engineering Laboratory in Idaho). HLW wiU 
only be transported f;om these sites as a stable solid waste brm 
ready for disposal. 

The Proposed Site Treatment Plans are also consistent with 
DOE’S current policy that defense related MTRU waste will be 
disposed at the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) using the 
No Migration Variance and will not require treatment to meet 
the land +Sa restriction standards. The Proposed Site Treat- 
ment Plans identlfy the characterization and processing of 
MTRU waste required to meet the WIPP Waste Acceptance 
Crireria The Proposed Site Treatment P h  also indude opuons 
tbr mammit of nondeknst MTRU waste OD meet the land d q c d  
resuiaions. However, thqrreaDgniLe the need for m&cations if 
there are variations in the WIPP dqxd zequiremena. 

The Drafc Site Treannent Plans presented site-preferred 
MLLW treatment options and, when viewed from a national 
level, contained redundancies and inefficiencies. In developing 
the Proposed Site Treatment P h ,  an evaluation was per- 
hrrned to determine what accommodations were necessary to 
blend the configuration presented in the Draft Site Treatment 
Plans into a national configuration of treatment systems. Be- 
cause there are exisring strategies to address HLW and MTRU, 
the f$cus of this evaluation was on idenufylng the ficitities and 
locations to treat MLL’vlr to land disposal restriction standards. 
However, specific ueament technologies have not been identi- 
fied for some of those facilities. Treatment technologies are 
b e q  evaluated and will be identified through implementation 
of the Plans and through further discussions with the States, 
EPA, Tribal governments, and the public. 

To fdi ta te  this evaluation, a team was established comprised 
of site representatives and members of the DOE Headquarters 
FFCAct Task Force. The team coordinated their e6r t s  with 
the States through the National Governors’ Association to en- 
sure that both the States’ and DOES values were considered in 
developing the national mixed waste ueaunent configuration. 

The resulting Proposed Site Treaunent Plans (plus Hanford) 
idennfy on-site treatment for 95 percent of the total mixed 
waste volume. Over 76 percent of DOES MLLW would be 
treated on site, with 98.4 percent of DOES MLLW being 
treated in the State where it is stored or generated. Only 2,100 
cubic meters of MULW (1.6 percent of the total DOE MUW 
volume) is proposed for treatment out-of-state. The majority 
of that waste (1,950 cubic meters) would be sent to Idaho and 
Tennessee. Approximately 22 percent of the c o d  MLLw 
volume does not yet have a specified treatment location, prima- 
rily due to the examination of commercial treatment options, 
the locations of which have not yet been determined. An addi- 
tional smd volume of waste with an unspecified treatment 
location requires additional characterization before a treatment 
location can be identified. Table 1 presents the volumes of 
MLLW that would be treated instate, in new or existing sys- 
tems, and where wastes being shipped out of State would be 
treated. 

The total life-cyde cost for treating mixed waste identified in 
the Proposed Site Treatment Plans, plus mixed waste treatment 
at the Hanford site, is estimated at $50.3 billion in fisd y m  
1994 m m t  dollars. Approximately 85 percent of the total 
cost ($42.7 billion) is for the treatment of HLW. MTRU and 
MLLW account for 7 percent and 8 percent of the total cost, 

respectively. These cost estimates do not reflect anticipated 
savings achieved through improvements in operations. As the 
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sites iden* s p d c  opportunities for improvements, cost 
estimates will be refined. 

The  largest new costs resulting from the Proposed Site Treat- 
ment Phm are for 15 major new m e n t  f$cilities, each with 
an estimated life cyde cost of greater than $50 million (constant 
dollars). The Hanford site is also proposing new major treat- 
ment fdcilities; however, these facilities are covered under an 
existing agreement and do not represent new f u n k  commit- 
ments. 

Excluding Hanf$rd, the 15 major treaaneht ficilities account 
for approximately 93 percent of the total cost of proposed new 
facilities and would treat 82 percent of the mixed waste pro- 
posed for treatment in new facilties. Large MLLW facilities are 
proposed at Idaho National Engineering Laboratory, Rodry 

Table 1. Mixed low-levd Waste lreohnent by State 
Woste Volumes in Cubic Meters-Current Inventory Plus FveYeor Proiections 

Flats, Savannah River, and Lawrence Livermore National 
Laboratory, plus new commercialized treatment ficilities being 
examined by the Oak Ridge site. Major MTRU fidities are 
proposed at Oak Ridge, Savannah River, Idaho National Engi- 
neering Laboratory/Argonne-West, and LAX h m o s  National 
Laboratory. A HLW ficiliry is proposed at the Idaho National 

The current funding assumptions used to prepare the Proposed 
Site Treatment Plans &r fiom those used during the first 
two years of the Site Treatment Plan development process. 
Under the currently projected funding targets, schedules in the 
Proposed Site Treatment Plans fbr some faC;lues, particularly 
the largest and most costly ficilities, are qpificantly delayed 
compared to schedules in the Draft Plans. Treatment sched- 
ules fbr smaU sites that rely on the capacity at these larger sites 

Engrneering Laboratoly. 

Waste Volume < 0.05 n? 



ue also &d DOE is providmg its State and Federal regula- 
on, as well as other interested pardes, an oppormnity to pa-  
icipate in prioritizing its Environmental Management. 
utivities, includmg mixed waste trment, in SLIP~OK of fiscal 
rear 1997 budget development. DOE expeas rhat for some 
ites further discussion with the State and Federal regulators 
mxmning priorities will result in modified schedules in the 
ipproved Plans. For example, schedules in the Proposed Site 
rreatment Plans for the h4TRU treatment facilities are not 
wently integrated with the schedule for opening and dosing 
WIPP, and discussions with the regulators and the public may 
esult in changes to these schedules. 

iigure 3 shows the schedules in the Proposed Site Treatment 
'lans, constrained by current Waste Management p r o p  
mdmg targets, for the 15 major new treatment kcdines and 
le  schedules that the sites were considering prior to the pro- 
:sed h d q  lixnirations. Although the majority of the schd- 

. 

ule changes occur for the major new ficilities, schedules for 
some of the s d e r  facilities have also been delayed. Excluding 
Idaho's Waste Immobilization Facility, which would not com- 
plete treatment until the year 2088, treatment in the 15 large 
facilities would be completed by 2050. 

For m e  for which treaunent technology does not exist, the. 
FFCAct requires schedules for research and development, 
d e r  than schedules for neatment, to be included in the Plans. 
Projected post-research and development schedules are shown 
in Figure 3 for comparison and plannmg purposes, but are not 
part of the Proposed Site Treatment Plans, and may change as a 
result of reseaKh and development activities. The Proposed 
Site Treatment Plans for the following ficilities include only 
schedules for research and development activities: 

Idaho Waste Immobilization Facility 
Idaho MLLW Waste Processing Faciliv 

igure 3. Proposed Site Treatment Plan Schedules 
mporiion of PSTP Schedules with Previous Oroft Schedules 

FISCAL YEAR 
1995 2005 2015 2025 2035 2045 2055 2065 2075 2085 2095 

Facilities to treat wastes needing technology development; schedules include R&D only. Other facility schedules include planning, 
design, construction, and operation. 

Proposed Site Treatment Plan Schedule - Previous Draft Schedule a Projected Post-R&D Schedule 
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. Argonne-West Remote Treatment Faciliry 
Lawrence Livermore Mixed Waste Management Facility 
Two Rocky Flats Fdt ies :  System 5 and System 2/4B 

The Proposed Site Treatment Plans for some additional sites' 
new ficilities will follow this same resea,rch and development 
scheduhg approach, but are not among the 15 major new 
ficilities. 

Implementation of the Site Treatment Plans 

Once the Site Treatment Plans are approved, the FFCAct re- 
quires the reguhtory agenaes to issue orders requiring comph- 
ance with the Plans. In view of its sgnificant h d m g  
limitations, DOE intends to seek a p'ocess for implementing 
the Plans that provides accouqtability, focuses resources on high 
priority activities, and recognizes fiscal and technical realities. 
One element of DOE'S proposal is to d l i s h  enforceable 
"milestones" only for near-term activities when technical a s p  
and funding are more certain. The milestones would be re- 
viewed annually with the regulatory agency to consider factors 
such as finding availabiiry; the latest technical andcostinfb~ 
tion; site priorities identified tfirough ansulralions among DOE, 
+ryagenciaandstakeholdersneworemetgingtecfinologig; 
and o h  releMnt ficcors, and would be revLed as appropriate 

Relationship between the FFCAct and Other 
Initiatives 

Concurrent with the FFCAct process, DOE has been pursuing 
two related major initiatives, the Waste Management Program- 
matic Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS) and the Base- 
line Environmental Management kprt (BEMR.). 

DOE is undertaking a programmatic environmental impact 
analysis of alternative suategies for waste management activities 
in the Waste Management PEIS. The PEIS, bemg developed 
in accordance with the provisions of the National Environmen- 
tal Policy Act, will indude an evalwion of the potential envi- 
ronmental impacts of wyte management activities at a broad 
level. The draft PEIS is scheduled to be released in May 1995 
and finalized in late 1995. 

The other related major initiative is the Baseline Environmental 
Management Report. The Report, developed in response to a 
Congressional requirement, will address the environmental 
liabilities of the DOE complex and provide an estimated cost 
for all DOE Environmental Management activities. The Re- 
port reflectr the activities that DOE field offim currently ex- 

pect to cany out and alternative cases developed by DOE 
showing the potential cost variations fiom four key f i ~ t ~ ~ :  
hnue land use, scheddq,  technology development, and the 
waste management conf;guration. The Report was submitted 
to Congress at the end of March 1995. 

The FFCAcr &rrs address only mixed waste treatment within 
the Waste Management program. The Programmatic Environ- 
mental Impact Starement, although as0 evaluating the Waste 
Management program, has a broader perspective in that it 
addresses five &rent waste types and ueatment, storage, and 
disposal alternatives b r  those waste types. The Baseline Envi- 
ronmend Management Report is broader still, addressing all of 
the Environmental Management programs, including Compli- 
ance, Waste Management, Environmental Restoration, Tech- 
nology Development, and Nudear Material and Facility 
Stabilktion. By estimating t o d  life-cyde costs fbr Environ- 
mental Management programs, including corn of environmen- 
tal liabiities and regulatory commitments, the Baseline 
Environmental Management Report hq@ghts the challenges 

' fmng DOE in managing its wastes, deaning up its contami- 
nated propeq, considering hture land use, and budgeting 
resources to meet these challenges. 

Disposal 

Established processes are berng implemented by DOE for 
studying, designing, constructing, and ultimately operating 
disposal ficihties for HLW and MTRU wastes (specifically the 
HLW repository in Nevada, and the Waste Isolation Pilot 
Plant in New Mexicd). 

Although the FFCAct does not require DOE to address dis- 
posal of ueated mixed waste, both DOE and the States recog- 
nized that CLSposal issues are an integral part of mixed waste 
management activities. Currently there are no active permitted 
mixed waste disposal ficilities operated by DOE for disposal of 
residuals fiom the treatment of MLLW. Through the Site 
Treatment Plan development process, DOE and State and 
Federal regulators have formed working groups to evaluate 
issues related to disposal of treated MLLW. These workgroups 
have defined criteria to evaluate the sites subject to the FFCAct 
in order to idenufjl sites that may be suitable for disposal of 
these residuals. Evaluation of these ficilities and determination 
of potential h0.4 locations is continuing. A description of 
the disposal process and its status is included in the individual 
site Proposed Site Treatment Plans. 

6 



,Next Steps 

The Proposed Site Treatment Plans have been submitted to the 
State/EPA regulators for their a p p r o d  appmvd with mod%- 
cation, or d.qprovd. The regulators are expected to issue 
Orders requiring compliance with the Plans by October 6, 
1995. As dtscussions among DOE, its regulators, Tribal gov- 
ernmena, and the public continue, it is expected that m d c a -  
tions and improvements will be made to the treatment 
configuration and schedules described in the Plans. 
DOE intends to continue its dialogue with the StatefEPA 
regulators in working to finalize the Plans, 1- to issuance 
of the Compliance Orders. To ensure that the FFCAct process 
moves forward and that common goals are attained, DOE 
anticipates that the following steps will be taken in the near 
term: 

Determine, with the States, EPA, Tribes, and the public, the 
priorities of the Environmental Management program at 
each site. 

limitations. 

the release of the Proposed Site Treatment Plans to build on 
the progress that has been made to date. 

In the long-term, the current process should evolve into a new 
way of doing business that consists of open communication 
with the regulators on both a,local and national level, joint 
resolution of issues, and worlung toward common goals. 
Much work must st i l l  be done to address challenging issues 
such as implementation, funding, prioritization, and equity. 
However, there is a solid process in place to move forward 
through cooperation and regular communication between 
DOE, its regulators, and the public 

Revise facility schedules to reflect these priorities and funding 

Continue a cooperative process under the FFCAct beyond 
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FERNALD ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT PROJECT 

PROPOSED SITE TREATMENT PLAN 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) is required by Section 302Ub) of the 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA),  as amended by the Federal 
Faci 1 i t y  Compl i ance Act, t o  prepare Site Treatment P1 ans descri bi ng the 
development of treatment capacities and technologies for treating m i  xed waste. 
Mixed waste is  defined by the Federal Facility Compliance Act as waste 
containing bo th  a hazardous waste subject t o  RCRA. and source, special nuclear 
or by-product material subject t o  the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 (42 U.S .C .  
2011 e t  seq . ) .  

On April 6 ,  1993, DOE published a Federal Resister notice (58 FR 17875) 
describing the proposed process for developing the Site Treatment P l a n  i n  
three phases, inc lud ing  a Conceptual Site Treatment P l a n .  a Draft Site 
Treatment Plan and a Site Treatment P l a n .  The Fernald Environmental 
Management Project (FEMP) Conceptual Site Treatment Plan  was submitted t o  the 
Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (OEPA) i n  October 1993. The FEMP Draft 
Site Treatment P l a n  was submitted t o  the OEPA i n  August 1994. The FEMP 
Proposed Site Treatment P l a n  (PSTP) was submitted i n  March 1995 t o  the OEPA, 
the pub1 i c .  the U.S.  Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA). and others for 
review and comment. Upon approval by the OEPA. this p l a n  will be the FEMP 
Approved Site Treatment P l a n  t o  be implemented by DOE. 

The PSTP i s  comprised of two parts: the Background Volume and the P l a n  Volume. 
The Background Volume i denti f i  es the Preferred Options for mi xed waste 
treatment and provides information supporting the selection of those options, 
while the P l a n  Volume shows the schedules for activities necessary t o  
implement the Preferred Options . 

D 

The FEMP’s PSTP focuses on treatment of mixed low level waste currently i n  
storage (2.389.3 m3> and similar waste expected t o  be generated over the next 
five years (1227 d ) .  These quantities are presented by FEMP Preferred Option 
on the following page. 
facil i ty’s original mission t o  process uranium ore concentrates into h i g h  
purity urani um metal products. A wide v.ari ety of chemi cal and metal 1 urgi cal 
process steps supported manufacturing of uranium metal products for use a t  
other DOE s i tes .  On July 10 .  1989. after more t h a n  36 years of manufacturing 
uranium metal products for U.S. Defense Programs, production operations were 
suspended t o  focus s i t e  resources on envi ronmental remedi a t i o n  and waste 
management. 

Wastes generated a t  the FEMP resulted from the 



The remediation process i s  being conducted i n  accordance w i t h  the 
Comprehensi ve Envi ronmental Response, Compensation and Li abi 1 i t y  Act (CERCLA) . 
Addit ional  requi rements for mi xed waste management which w i  11 impact the 
FEMP's PSTP are established i n  the Amended Consent Agreement, signed by USEPA 
and DOE, and the Consent Decree and i t s  Stipulated Amendment, entered i n t o  by 
the State of Ohio and DOE. 

B 

The DOE has a Preferred Option for each mixed low level waste stream 
identified i n  the FEMP inventory. All of these FEMP mixed low level waste 
streams can be treated using a n  existing technology. The Preferred Options 
i ncl ude: use of exi sti ng on-si t e  equipment and faci 1 i t i  es , emphasi s on vendor 
provi ded mobi 1 e treatment, use of an exi sti ng DOE faci 1 i t y  (for i nci nerati on 
of l i q u i d  waste streams only) ,  and use of a commercial disposal faci l i ty .  
Any wastes characterized as mixed low level waste i n  the future wil l  be 
subject t o  the management process established i n  the Proposed Site Treatment 
P l a n .  Management options for remediation wastes t o  be generated will  be 
incorporated i n t o  the P l a n  Volume after they have been finalized through the 

. CERCLA process and are not reflected i n  this version of the Proposed Site 
Treatment P l a n .  Updates t o  the Site Treatment Plan will  reflect remediation 
wastes as they are generated. 

Battelle Columbus Laboratory had identified one mixed waste stream t o  be 
treated a t  the FEMP using the Ohio Mobile S t a b i l i z a t i o n  System Preferred 
Opti on. 

Battelle Columbus Laboratory will be changing their PSTP so t h a t  the FEMP will 
not be identified as the preferred option for waste treatment. 
planning t o  name the FEMP as an  alternate treatment option for one waste 
stream. 

Addit ional  mixed waste may be identified for treatment a t  the FEMP from Nevada 
Test Site (NTS). The FEMP 
is  evaluating the waste stream for trealment i n  FEMP preferred options. The 
waste stream from NTS consists of 249 m of cotter concentrate w i t h  selenium 
and natural uranium ore. 

D 
Battelle is  

Information on this waste stream i s  preliminary. 

The Proposed. Site Treatment P l a n  reflects the site-speci f ic  preferred options 
developed w i t h  stakeholder i n p u t  and i s  based on existing available 
information. As reflected i n  the P l a n  Volume, treatment of mixed wastes 
streams 'currently i n  inventory i s  scheduled t o  be completed i n  2001. However, 
DOE faces increasingly t i g h t  budgets throughout the DOE complex and 
anticipates t h a t  fund ing  will  continue t o  be constrained. DOE has asked 
regulatory agencies t o  work w i t h  DOE and other interested parties a t  the s i t e  
and National level t o  assist DOE i n  prioritizing i t s  activities. Through this 
process, DOE expects t h a t  some schedules will be revised before the Site 
Treatment Plans are approved and orders issued. 



'5212 
Emerging techno1 ogi es or  new fac i  1 i ti es that  provide opportuni ti es t o  manage 
waste more safely,  e f fec t i ve ly ,  and a t  lower cost w i l l  be evaluated as they 
are i den t i f i ed .  Working closely wi th  stakeholders during the implementation 
o f  the Plan, DOE w i l l  continue t o  evaluate technologies tha t  o f f e r  potent ia l  
advantages i n  the areas o f  pub1 i c  acceptance, r i s k  abatement, performance and 
l i f e  cycle cost. Should better technology options be i den t i f i ed ,  DOE may 
request a plan modif icat ion i n  accordance wi th  provisions o f  the  implementing 
Federal Faci 1 i t y  Compl i ance Act. 

B 

FEMP PREFERRED OPTIONS 

HF Neutral izat ion System 

UNH Treatment System 

Thori um N i t r a t e  Treatment System 

Wastewater Treatment 

Ohio Mobile S tab i l i za t ion  System 

Ohio Mobi l e  Chemical Treatment System 

TSCA Incinerator 

Envi rocare* 

CURRENT QUANTITY 
OF WASTE I N  in3 

0 . 0  
874.5 

22 .0  
36.0 

237.7 
649.6 
536.9 
32.6 

_ _ ~  ~ ___ 

PROJECTED 
5 YEAR RATE 

OF WASTE I N  m3 
0 

0 

0 
6 

288 . '  

72 
327 
534 

Please see Appendix C .  Supplement f o r  the de ta i l  on the revised 
estimated t o t a l  o f  mixed waste t o  be treated by each Preferred Option. 

* The quanti ty o f  mixed low level  waste specified f o r  
Envirocare does not require treatment p r i o r  t o  disposal. 
The waste w i l l  be shipped from the FEMP t o  Envirocare f o r  
f i nal d i  sposi ti on. 
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FERNALD ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT PROJECT 
PROPOSED S I T E  TREATMENT PLAN 

ABSTRACT 

This Proposed Site Treatment P lan  consists of the Background Volume, 
Appendices A through E and the P l a n  Volume. 

Backsround Vol ume 

The Background Volume provides a detai 1 ed discussion of the preferred 
op t ion ( s ) ,  the methodologies for determining the preferred options, waste 
stream information, and information t o  supplement the P l a n  Volume. The 
Background Volume i denti f i  es a d d i t i o n a l  information referenced i n  the PSTP 
such as Site History and Mission, Framework for Developing DOE’S  Site 
Treatment P1 ans , Proposed Site Treatment P1 an  Organi zati on ,  and re1 ated 
acti v i  t i  es (e.  g . , Mi xed Waste Inventory Report, The Programmatic Envi ronmental 
Impact Statement for Waste Management, NEPA Compl i ance, and Compl i ance 
Agreements 1 . 

Appendi x A, PSTP Devel oDment 
Framework  ADD^ icat ions 

Appendix A presents a n  evaluation of treatment options for the  FEMP mixed 
waste streams. 
Options (POs) for a l l  FEMP mixed waste streams. 

Vi able options were further evaluated t o  develop Preferred 

ADDendix B. Ohio Mixed Waste 
Treatment ODtion 

Appendix B describes efforts by the DOE t o  develop and evaluate the treatment 
options available for DOE mixed waste w i t h i n  Ohio.  An Ohio Work Group, 
consisting of representatives from the Ohio  DOE mixed waste s i tes ,  was formed 
t o  research and evaluate these treatment options. The Ohio Work Group’s 
summary of treatment options is  identified w i t h i n  this appendix. 
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Amendix C 
FEMP Mixed Waste Streams/Treatabil i t v  Groups . 

Appendix C presents informat ion on the  FEMP mixed low l e v e l  waste streams i n  
tab1 es sorted by t rea tab i  1 i t y  groups. The t rea tab i  1 i t y  groups were devel oped 
by DOE-HQ t o  have a uniform method o f  t rack ing  mixed low leve l  waste streams 
throughout the  DOE complex. 

ADpendi x C , Treatment Trai  ns 
Treatment DescriDtions and Treatment Trains 

Appendix C ,  Treatment Trai  ns provides detai  1 ed d i  scussi on on the  development 
o f  treatment t r a i n s  assembled f o r  treatment o f  FEMP mixed low leve l  waste 
streams for compl i ance w i th  Land D i  sposal Restr i  c t i  ons . The m i  xed- 1 ow 1 eve1 
waste streams have been re-grouped i n  tab les by treatment t r a i n  and located 
behind a diagram o f  each associated treatment t ra in .  

ADDendix D. Stakeholder Involvement 

Appendi x D prov i  des an overview o f  i nformati on d i  ssemi nated and i nput recei  ved 
on the development o f  the documents on the  Federal F a c i l i t y  Compliance Act 
(FFCAct) a t  t he  FEMP. 

Appendix D consists of in format i  on which sequenti a1 l y  documents : Regulatory 
Agency comment and FEMP responses, publ ic  comment and t h e  FEMP responses. as 
we1 1 as pub1 i c  meetings, presentations, f a c t  sheets, n o t i  f i  cat ions,  news 
a r t i c l e s  and b r i e f i n g s  associated w i t h  the FFCAct. B 

Armendi x E, Def i n i  ti ons 

Appendix E i d e n t i f i e s  terms, abbreviat ions, and d e f i n i t i o n s  t h a t  have been 
referenced i n  t h e  Proposed S i t e  Treatment Plan. D e f i n i t i o n s  have been der ived 
from regulatory  documents, DOE documents, environmental journals ,  and 
technical  resources. 

Plan Volume 

The P1 an Volume i dent i  f i e s  schedules, i ncl  udi ng assumpti ons on which 
i nd i v idua l  schedules a r e  dependent, f o r  the treatment o f  FEMP mixed low l e v e l  
wastes as required by the FFCAct. 
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PROPOSED SITE 
TREATMENT PLAN 
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BACKGROUND VOLUME 



Backaround Volume Summarv 

The Background Volume is one of two volumes t h a t  comprise the Proposed Site 
Treatment P1 an  (PSTP) . The Background Volume provides : a detai 1 ed discussion 
of the preferred treatment option (s)  , the methodologies for determining the 
preferred options , waste stream information, and supplemental informati on for 
the P1 an  Vol ume. The Background Volume identifies addi t i  onal i nformati on 
referenced i n  the Proposed Site Treatment P l a n  such as: Site History and 
Mi ssi on, Framework for Developing DOE’S Site Treatment P1 ans , Proposed S i t e  
Treatment P l a n  Organization, and Related Activities (e .g . ,  Mixed Waste 
Inventory Report, The Programmatic Envi ronmental Impact Statement for Waste 
Management, NEPA Compl i ance, and Compl i ance Agreements . 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Purpose and Scope 

The United States Department of Energy (DOE) is required by 
Section 3021(b) of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
(RCRA) , as amended by the Federal Facility Compliance Act (the Act 
or FFCAct) , t o  prepare Proposed Site Treatment P1 ans ( PSTPs) 
descri bi ng the development of treatment capacities and 
technologies for treating mixed waste: defined by the FFCAct as 
waste containing both a hazardous waste subject t o  RCRA. and 
source, special nuclear or by-product material subject t o  the 
Atomic Energy Act of 1954 (42 U.S. C .  2011 e t  seq. 1 .  The Fernald 
Environmental Management Project (FEMP) PSTP 1 s being provided t o  
the Ohio Envi ronrnental Protection Agency (OEPA) for approval i n  
accordance w i t h  the FFCAct . 

The FEMP PSTP is  the result of a "bottom up" process described i n  
a n  Apri 1 6 .  1993. Federal Resister notice (58 FR 17875). 
Subsequently, the DOE i nstructed a1 1 Site Treatment P1 ans (STPs) 
be submitted as PSTPs. Upon approval,  the PSTP will be 
implemented as the Site Treatment P lan  under the FFCAct Order 
issued by the OEPA. The DOE has followed an iterative process i n  
developing the PSTPs. working closely w i t h  State regulatory 
agencies and USEPA a t  the site and na t iona l  level throughout the 
process. The FEMP PSTP follows two interim versions: a Conceptual 
Site Treatment Plan submitted i n  October 1993 and a Draft Site 
Treatment P l a n  submitted i n  August 1994, which were provided t o  
regulatory agencies and made pub1 icly available. The Conceptual 
Site Treatment P lan  identified a range of preliminary options for 
treating the mixed waste a t  the FEMP. The Draft Site Treatment 
P lan  identified site-specific preferred treatment options which 
had not yet been evaluated for impacts t o  other DOE s i tes  or t o  
the overall DOE program. The DOE i n i t i a l l y  planned t o  submit the 
PSTPs a t  the end of February 1995. However, the DOE revised its 
submit ta l  date w i t h  the support of the States and USEPA t o  allow 
for add i t iona l  discussions (60 FR 10840. February 28, 1995). The 
FEMP Conceptual Site Treatment P1 a n ,  Draft Site Treatment P l  a n  
and other related information are available a t  the Public 
Environmental Information Center (PEIC) , 10845 Hami 1 ton-Cleves 
Highway, Harrison, Ohio. 45050. 

1 
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The treatment options presented i n  the FEMP Draft Site Treatment 
P1 an  were compared w i t h  treatment options developed throughout the 
DOE complex t o  present the DOE preferred options for the treatment 
of FEMP mixed low level waste. When not possible. schedules for 
alternative activities such as waste characterization are provided 
as appropriate. The process DOE followed was coordinated w i t h  
State and USEPA regulators and i s  described i n  Section 2.2. 
Preferred Option Selection Process. The DOE bel i eves the 
treatment options contained i n  the PSTPs represent a sensible 
national configuration for mixed waste treatment systems t h a t  
balances DOE'S interests and concerns and the i n p u t  DOE received 
on the Draft Site Treatment Plans from the regulatory agencies and 
others. 

The FEMP PSTP also contains schedules for p l a n n i n g ,  or modifying 
existing equipment, implementing and obta in ing  mobile treatment 
systems for the treatment of FEMP mixed low level waste. However, 
the schedules i n  the FEMP PSTP have not yet been integrated w i t h  
those of other DOE sites from a technical. complex wide 
perspective. DOE faces increasingly t i g h t  budgets throughout the 
DOE complex and anticipates t h a t  funding will continue t o  be 
constrained. The schedules i n  this and other PSTPs reflect these 
anticipated funding constraints. 

The schedules contained i n  this and the PSTPs for other si tes are 
based on funds currently budgeted for and projected t o  be 
avai  1 ab1 e for waste management activities. As a result , schedules 
i n  the PSTPs for some facil i t ies.  particularly the largest and 
most costly faci 1 i t i es ,  may be protracted. Schedules for smal 1 
si tes t h a t  are relying on the treatment capacity a t  larger sites 
may also be affected. DOE anticipates t h a t ,  a t  some s i tes ,  funds 
w i  11 be shifted. from other envi ronmental management activities t o  
support more sensi bl e and i ntegrated schedules for mi xed waste 
treatment. 

The DUE has discussed w i t h  the States and the USEPA the difficulty 
the DOE faces i n  providing timely schedules for some of the 
proposed treatment faci 1 i t ies given i ts  current budgetary 
constraints, and the need t o  consider whether funds from other 
activities should be shifted t o  support more timely schedules. 
The States and USEPA recommended t h a t  the PSTPs be submitted w i t h  
schedules consistent w i t h  current budget and priori t i es .  As part 
of its efforts t o  develop i ts  budget request for Fiscal Year 1997, 
the DOE has asked regulatory agencies t o  work w i t h  the DOE and 
other interested parties a t  the site and National levels t o  assist 
i n  prioritizing activities (including mixed waste treatment) and 
i n  assessing activities under way and t h a t  need t o  be accomplished 
a t  the s i te .  The DOE and the regulatory agencies expect t h a t  some 
schedules i n  the PSTPs will be revised before the PSTPs are 
approved and FFCAct Orders issued. 
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Even after the PSTPs are approved. the DOE anticipates t h a t  
modifications and adjustments t o  the STPs will be necessary as a 
result of the technical and fund ing  uncertainties t h a t  naturally 
exist w i t h  long term activities like those covered i n  the PSTP. 
For example. emerging or new technologies not considered i n  the 
PSTP T h a t  provide opportunities t o  manage waste more safely, 
effectively, and a t  lower cost t h a n  current technologies may be 
identified i n  the future. Working closely w i t h  regulators and 
other interested parties dur ing  the implementation o f  the Site 
Treatment P l a n ,  DOE will continue t o  evaluate and develop 
technologies t h a t  offer potential advantages i n  the areas of 
pub1 ic acceptance, risk abatement, performance and 1 i fe  cycle 
cost. Shoul d more promi si ng techno1 ogi es be i denti f i ed , DOE may 
request a modification of i t s  treatment p lan  i n  accordance w i t h  
provi si ons of the i mpl ementi ng FFCAct Order. . 
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1.2 a Site History and Mission 

The Fernald Environmental Management Project (FEMP) is located i n  
southxestern Ohi 0 .  approximately seventeen m i  les northwest o f  
downtown C i n c i n n a t i ,  near the communities of Miamitown and Ross. 
Of the to t a l  1 ,050  acres s i t e .  850 acres are i n  .Crosby Township of 
Hamilton County, Ohio and 200 acres are i n  Morgan and Ross 
Townships of Butler County, Ohio. The s i t e  is owned by the DOE,  
and is  currently operated by Fernald Envi ronmental Restoration 
Management Corporation (FERMCO). Over 2,000 people are currently 
employed by DOE and FERMCO a t  the FEMP. 

The FEMP faci 1 i t y  was original ly  bui 1 t t o  process urani urn ore 
concentrates i n t o  high puri ty  uranium metal products. A wide 
variety of chemical and metal 1 urgi cal process steps supported 
manufacturing of uranium metal products for use a t  other DOE 
s i tes .  Because of a sharp reduction i n  demand for uranium metal 
products by user si tes beginning i n  la te  1988, the FEMP facil i ty 
stead’ly reduced i ts  production. On July 1 0 ,  1989. after more 
t h a n  36 years of manufacturing uranium metal products for U.S. 
defense programs, production operations were suspended t o  refocus 
s i t e  resources on environmental restoration and waste management. 
Management and financial responsi bi 1 i t y  for the FEMP s i t e  was 
transferred from the DOE Defense Programs (DP) t o  the DOE Office 
of Environmental Restoration and Waste Management (EM) i n  October . 
1990 as the focus of the facility shifted from production t o  
envi ronmental restoration. 

The current mission of the FEMP is environmental restoration. The 
goal of environmental restoration is  t o  protect human health and 
the envi ronment by 1 i mi t i  ng potenti a1 exposures t o  radi oacti ve and 
hazardous materials. The Comprehensive Envi ronmental Response. 
Compensation and L i a b i l i t y  Act (CERCLA) Remedial 
Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) process, along w i t h  the 
FEMP Waste Management Program, are the two main FEMP activities 
geared towards s i t e  cleanup. , 

The FEMP Waste Management Program prevents the release of 
pol lu tan ts  in to  the environment by eliminating the source term. 
The program seeks t o  characterize, store, treat  (as necessary) and 
di  spose of radi oacti ve , hazardous, mi xed, infectious , and san i ta ry  
waste from the s i t e  i n  a safe and environmentally sound manner 
while complying w i t h  a l l  applicable federal, state and local 
regulations . 
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The management of hazardous and mixed waste on-site i s  regulated 
by the State of Ohio. A Consent Decree signed by the State of 
O h i o  and the DOE i n  December 1988. established milestones t o  bring 
the FEMP i n t o  ful l  compl iance w i t h  RCRA and other regulatory 
requi rements . In January 1993, amendments establ i shi ng a d d i t i o n a l  
requi rements regarding the management of hazardous and mi  xed 
wastes were made t o  the Consent Decree. The FEMP has submitted a 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) Part B permit 
application t o  the State seeking a RCRA permit for on-site storage 
of hazardous waste. 

The RI/FS process is regulated by CERCLA legislation and i s  
conducted according t o  USEPA guidance and regulations . 
1990. the USEPA and the DOE entered i n t o  a Consent Agreement. 
Under this agreement, the FEMP was divided i n t o  five Operable 
Units (OUs) t o  facil i tate cleanup. 
USEPA j o i n t l y  signed the Amended Consent Agreement establishing 
revised milestones for the completion o f  the required studies and 
identifying a series of new, near term actions for implementation 
by DOE. 

In  J u l y ,  

In  September 1991, the DOE and 
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1.3 Framework For Devel opi ng DOE ' s Proposed Site Treatment P1 ans 

RCRA Land Disposal Restrictions (LOR) require the treatment of 
hazardous waste (including the hazardous component of mi xed waste) 
t o  certain standards before the waste can be l a n d  disposed. The 
LOR prohibit storage o f  hazardous wastes t h a t  do not meet LOR 
standards, except for the purposes of accumul a t i  ng sufficient 
quan t i  t i es  t o  faci 1 i ta te  proper recovery, treatment, or disposal 
of the waste. The DOE is currently storing mixed waste 
inconsistent w i t h  the LOR provisions because the treatment 
capacity for such wastes. either a t  DOE si tes or i n  the commercial 
sector, is not adequate or is  unavailable a t  this time. 

The Federal Facility Compliance Act, signed on October 6 .  1992.0 
waives sovereign immunity for fines and penalties for RCRA 
v i  ol ations a t  federal faci 1 i t i es .  However, the FFCAct postpones 
the waiver for three years for LDR storage prohibition violations 
for DOE'S mixed wastes and requires the DOE t o  prepare plans for 
develcping the required treatment capacity for i t s  mixed waste a t  
each s i t e  a t  which i t  stores or generates mixed waste. Each p l an  
must be approved by the State or USEPA, after consultation w i t h  
other affected states and consideration of public comment. A 
FFCAct Order wi l l  then be issued by the regulatory agency 
requi ring compl i ance w i t h  the STP. The FFCAct further provides 
t h a t  DOE will not be subject t o  fines and penalties for LDR 
storage prohibition violations for mixed waste as long as i t  is i n  
compl i ance w i t h  an  approved STP and a n  imp1 ementi ng FFCAct Order. 

The FFCAct requires the STPs t o  contain schedules for developing 
capacity for' mi xed waste for which i denti f i  ed treatment 
technol ogi es exi s t .  For m i  xed waste w i t h o u t  an i denti f i  ed 
exi s t i n g  treatment technol ogy , the STP must i ncl ude a schedul e for 
i dent i fyi ng and devel opi ng techno7 ogi es . The FFCAct a1 so requi res 
t h a t  the p lan  provide certain information where radionuclide 
separation is proposed. The FFCAct states t h a t  the plans may 
provide for centralized, regional or on-si t e  treatment of mixed 
waste, or any combination thereof. and requires the States t o  
consider the need for regional treatment faci 1 i t i es .  

The "Schedule fo r  Submitting Plans f o r  Treatment o f  Mixed Waste 
Generated or Stored a t  Each Site", was published April 6 ,  1993. as 
a notice i n  the Federal Reqister (58 FR 17875). In the Notice. 
DOE committed t o  providing the STPs i n  three phases: a Conceptual 
Site Treatment Plan completed by October 1993. a Draft Site 
Treatment Plan completed by August 1994, and a PSTP completed by 
February 1995 (later revised t o  March 1995). T h i s  process 
provides opportunity for early involvement by the States and other 
stakeholders t o  di  scuss technical and equity issues associated 
w i t h  nach phase o f  the p lans .  
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The FEMP Conceptual Site Treatment P l a n ,  submitted i n  October 
1993, focused on i denti fyi  ng treatment needs, capabi 1 i t i  es , and 
options for treating the FEMP’s mixed waste. The FEMP Draft Site 
Treatment P1 a n ,  submitted i n August 1994, focused on i denti fyi  ng 
site-specific preferred options for treating the FEMPs mixed 
wastes. wherever possible. as well as proposed schedules for 
constructing capacity. The options presented the s i t e ’ s  best 
judgement of the available information and the State’s 
preferences. and served as a starting po in t  for discussion leading 
t o  the development of the FEMP PSTP. 

The FEMP PSTP is being submitted t o  the regulatory agency for 
review and approval , approval w i t h  modification, or disapproval , 
as required by the FFCAct. Each version of the STP reflects the 
statewide. as well as site-specific. i n p u t  from the i n d i v i d u a l  
regulatory agencies and other interested parties on previous 
submittals. I t  is  DOE’s intent t h a t  this iterative process, w i t h  
ample opportunity for i npu t  and discussion, wi 11 faci 1 i ta te  
approval of the PSTP and issuance of the FFCAct Order required by 
the FFCAct. DOE’s goal is t o  have a l l  STPs and implementing 
FFCAct Orders i n  place by October 1995. 
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e 1.4 Proposed Site Treatment Plan Organization 

The FEMP's PSTP follows the same format as the Proposed Site 
Treatment Plans of the other DOE sites t o  facilitate comparisons 
among si tes.  The PSTP i s  organized i n  two separate, b u t  
integrated vol umes . 

The Background Volume contains information on the waste streams 
and the preferred option or options, describes uncertainties 
associated w i t h  t h a t  option. budget'status of the option, and any 
regulator and stakeholder i n p u t .  

The P l a n  Volume i s  a focused document containing the Preferred 
Options (POs) and schedules for implementing the options.  The 
Plan Volume a lso  addresses the implementation of the PSTP. 

Both volumes contain relevant introductory materi a1 i n  Secti ons 1 
and 2.  The Background Volume contains general information on the 
PSTP and the si te i n  Section 1 . 0  and provides top-level 
assumptions and a .description of the framework used t o  determine 
the preferred options i n  Section 2 .0 .  

Section 2.0 of the P l a n  Volume presents certain funding  and 
scheduling administrative issues relevant t o  the implementation o f  
the PSTP. 

Sections 3.0 through 5.0 o f  both volumes discuss the POs for mixed 
low level waste, mixed transuranic waste, and mixed h i g h  level 
waste. O f  these three, only mixed low level waste. is present a t  
the FEMP. Each volume discusses the waste streams and POs w i t h i n  
Section 3.0. The Background Volume discusses the waste streams, 
technology needs. uncertainties and other details on the POs. In 
the Plan Volume these sections include proposed schedules as 
required under the FFCAct. 

The Background Volume i ncl udes three add i t iona l  sections (6 .0  t o  
8.0) t h a t  are not included i n  the-Plan Volume. These sections are 
not required by the FFCAct and are provided for informational 
purposes. 

Section 6.0 discusses mixed low level wastes expected t o  be 
generated i n  the next five years t o  assist i n  anticipating 
treatment needs. As wastes are generated, the waste streams, 
treatment techno1 ogi es and devel oped schedules w i  11 be 
incorporated i nto the P1 an Vol ume. 
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Section 7 . 0  discusses storage capacity needs and how compl i a n t  
storage will be provided for the FEMP's mixed low l.evel wastes, 
pending treatment . 

Section 8.0 describes a process being followed by ,the DOE and the 
States for evaluating options for disposal of mixed low level 
waste treatment residues. Al though the FFCAct does not require . 
disposa'i t o  be covered i n  the PSTPs.. the DOE i s  including disposal 
information t o  be responsive t o  the States' request t h a t  disposal 
be addressed and to .  support state discussions. Section 8.0 
expands discussion of DOE'S consideration o f  the FEMP as a 
disposal s i te .  

Appendix A of the PSTP discusses the process for selecting the 
Preferred Options and describes the results of applying the "Draft 
Site Treatment P1 an' Devel opment Framework". For each PO, this 
appendix describes how options from the Conceptual Site Treatment 
'Plan and Draft Site Treatment P lan  were evaluated and why each PO 
was sp1 ected. Appendi x A a1 so contai ns cost i nformati on devel oped 
t o  support the options analysis .  

Appendix B provides information on the Ohio Work Group. The Ohio 
DOE sites met throughout the development of the PSTP t o  compare 
common Treatabi 1 i t y  Groups/Waste Streams and t o  i denti fy treatment 
opt i ons . 

Appendix C provides detal led i nform.ati on' on each FEMP waste stream 
by Treatability Group. 
description and diagram of each treatment train identified for 
each FEMP waste stream. 

Appendix C also contains a fu l l  

Appendix D provides exampl es of i nformati on provi ded t o  the pub1 i c 
during development of the PSTP and stakeholder and regulatory 
agency comments on the FEMP's Draft Site Treatment Plan  and the 
FEMP responses 

Appendix E provides definitions for terminology used i n  the PSTP. 
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1.5 Related A c t i v i t i e s  

Other DOE documents are c losely l inked t o  PSTP development. These 
i ncl  ude the  M i  xed Waste Inventory Report : act i v i  ti es conducted 
pursuant t o  the National Environmental Pol icy Act (NEPA); and 
compl i ance and c l  eanup agreements contai ni  ng commitments re1 evant 
t o  mixed waste. 

Mixed Waste' Inventory Report 

The Mixed Waste Inventory Report (MWIR).  required by the FFCAct, 
provides an inventory of mixed waste current ly  stored o r  
generated. or  expected t o  be generated over t h e  next f i ve  years, 
a t  each DOE s i t e .  and an inventory o f  treatment capacit ies and 
technologies. The Inter im Mixed Waste Inventory Report. pub1 ished 
by the DOE i n  Apr i l  1993, provided information on a waste stream- 
by-waste stream basis f o r  each DOE s i t e  t h a t  generates or stores 
mixed waste. The DOE made updated waste stream and capacity data 
avai lab le t o  the States and USEPA i n  May 1994. The May 1994 MWIR 
data represents the best record o f  the DOE'.s mixed waste inventory 
a t  the beginning of 1994. However, because data i s  constantly 
being ref ined,  waste stream information i n  the FEMP's Proposed 
S i t e  Treatment Plan may d i f fer  somewhat from the  May 1994 MWIR 
data. Any changes i n  waste stream information are explained i n  
the Appendix C.  

The DOE i s  i n  the process of preparing an update t o  the MWIR data. 
The MWIR update i s  being closely coordinated with preparation o f  
the PSTPs t o  ensure maximum consistency i n  waste stream 
informat ion between the  PSTPs and the  MWIR. The updated MWIR data 
w i  11 be avai lab le  by June 1995. 

The Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement f o r  Waste 
Management 

The. DOE- i s. preparing a Programmatic Envi ronmental Impact Statement 
( P E I S )  which w i l l  be used t o  formulate and implement a waste 
management program i n  a safe and environmentally sound manner and 
i n compl i ance wi th  appl i cab1 e 1 aws , regul a t i  ons and standards. 
The PEIS is intended t o  present t o  the publ ic ,  States, EPA and DOE 
an understanding of impacts t o  human health and the  environment 
together w i th  the costs associated with a wide range o f  
a l te rna t ive  strategies f o r  managing the DOE'S environmental 
program. The PEIS i s  examining the fol lowing waste types and 
a c t i v i t i e s :  high l eve l ,  transuranic, mixed low l e v e l ,  low leve l ,  
and hazardous waste. The analysis f o r  the Waste Management (WM) 
PEIS w i l l  evaluate decentralized. regional, and central ized 
approaches f o r  storage of high level  waste: treatment and storage 
o f  transuranic waste: treatment and disposal o f  low level  and 
mixed low level  waste: and treatment o f  hazardous waste. 
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Development o f  the NM P E I S  i s  being coordinated w i th  the 
preparation of the Proposed S i te  Treatment Plans under the FFCAct. 
Information being generated t o  support the WM PEIS (e.g. ,  
hypothetical configurations. prel iminary r i s k  analyses and cost 
studies) i s  shared wi th  states t o  support PSTP discussions. The 
D r a f t  WM PEIS w i l l  not ident i fy  a preferred a l te rna t ive  (i .e. ,  
configuration) f o r  mixed waste f a c i l i t i e s  since t h i s  w i l l  be 
evolving i n  consultat ion wi th the States and EPA through the PSTP 
process. However. the WM PEIS  analyses of potent i  a1 envi ronmental 
r i sks  and costs associated wi th  a range of possible waste 
management configurations w i  11 provide valuable ins ight  as the  
publ ic ,  States, EPA and DOE discuss using ex is t ing  f a c i l i t i e s  and 
constructing new mixed waste f a c i l i t i e s  t o  t r e a t  mixed waste. 

The D r a f t  WM PEIS  i s  scheduled t o  be published i n  May 1995. The 
Final PEIS w i l l  be issued a f te r  a publ ic  comment period. a t  or  
near the time of issuance o f  the FFCAct Orders by the  appropriate 
regulatory agency. To remain f l e x i b l e  and accommodate potent i  a1 
changes. the WM PEIS  Record o f  Decision f o r  mixed waste w i l l  be 
issueu af ter  the appropriate regulatory agency has issued the  
FFCAct- Orders. 

NEPA Compl i ance 

I n  June 1994, DOE issued a revised pol icy  on compliance w i th  the  
National Environmental Pol icy Act (NEPA). One o f  the major 
provisions of t h i s  po l i cy  i s  tha t  DOE may. af ter  consultat ion with 
Stakeholders, r e i y  on the CERCLA process t o  meet the procedural 
requi rements o f  NEPA. DOE consulted Fernal d S i t e  Stakeholders 
regarding implementing t h i s  provision o f  the po l i cy  and received 
no objections. 

The a c t i v i t i e s  t o  be implemented under the PSTP are proposed t o  be 
incorporated i nto CERCLA Removal Act i  ons and RCRA C1 osure actions . 
Forma i NEPA documentati on w i  1 1 not be requi red. 
consistent w i th  the provisions of the po l i cy ,  a NEPA evaluation 
w i l l  be conducted f o r  a l l  a c t i v i t i e s  proposed under the PSTP. Any 
spec i f i c  measures tha t  must be employed t o  meet the substantive 
requi rements o f  NEPA w i  11 1 i kely be incorporated i n t o  the Project  
Speci f i  c Work P1 ans . 

However, 

It i s  un l i ke ly  tha t  implementation o f  the  PSTP w i l l  resu l t  i n  
s ign i f i can t  environmental impacts. Hcwever. i f  s ign i f i can t  
impacts are ident i f ied,  i t  may be necessary t o  s o l i c i t  addi t ional  
stakeholder input  .during the planning o f  the pro ject  t o  f u l l y  meet 
the  substantive values o f  NEPA. 
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e Compl i ance Agreements 

Addi t iona l  'requi rements for mi xed waste management which w i  11 . 
impact. the FEMP's PSTP are contained i n  the Amended Consent 
Agreement. signed by USEPA and DOE. and the Consent Decree and i t s  
S t i p u l a t e d  Amendment entered in to  by the State of Ohio and DOE. 
Schedules and requi rements for compl eti rig characteri za t i  on,  mi xed 
waste management, and conducting remediation activities 
establ i shed i n  these agreements must be integrated w i t h  
i nformati on devel oped for the PSTP. ' 

The RI/FS process a t  the FEMP is regulated by CERCLA legislation 
and i s conducted according t o  USEPA guidance and regulations and 
the provisions of the Amended Consent Agreement. In June 1990, 
USEPA and the DOE entered i n t o  a Consent Agreement establishing 
milestone schedules for the completion of necessary studies t o  
support the CERCLA cleanup process. The agreement also 
established schedules for implementing near term cleanup actions 
while f ina l  cleanup solutions were being evaluated and selected. 
In September 1991, the DOE and USEPA entered i n t o  a n  Amended 
Consent Agreement establ i shi ng revi sed mi 1 estones for the 
completion of the required studies and identifying a series of 
new. near-term actions for implementation by DOE. Deadlines for 
some CERCLA activities were modified i n  April 1993 by a dispute 
resolution agreement between DOE and USEPA. Releases and 
potential releases of hazardous substances associated w i t h  each 
operable u n i t  t h a t  are covered under the Amended Consent Agreement 
will be investigated and remediated through CERCLA w i t h  RCRA,  
considered as an Appl i cab1 e or Relevant and Appropriate 
Requi rement (ARAR) . 

The imp1 ementati on of re1 ated cornpl i ance agreements and 
CERCLA/RCRA regulations a t  the FEMP is discussed. w i t h  each 
Preferred Option i n  Section 3.0 and i n  Section 6 .0  of the 
Background Vol ume. 

Other Documents 

A number of other documents have been identified as being relevant 
t o  the development of the FEMP PSTP. These documents include the 
DOE Roadmap documents, Site Speci f i c P1 ans , the FEMP. Mi xed Waste 
Inventory Report, the Treatabi 1 i t y  Study Work P1 ans  , and other 
re1 evant RCRA documents. These documents must be coordinated w i t h  
i nformati on devel oped for the PSTP. 
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2.0 METHODOLOGY D 2.1 Assumptions 

9,2 3L 2 

All DOE sites used the following assumptions t o  provide for a 
degree of consistency i n  the preparation of the PSTPs. The 
assumptions were developed as part of the "Draft Site Treatment 
P1 an  Devel opment Framework" and ref 1 ect review and comment from 
the state agencies and USEPA. 

1. High level waste (HLW) will continue t o  be managed according 
t o  current p lans  a t  each s i t e  ( i  .e,. , Hanford, West Valley, 
Savannah River, INEL). Primarily due to  potential safety 
concerns, HLW w i l l  not be transported off-site except as a 
treated, stable waste t h a t  i s  ready for disposal. The PSTPs 
will  not change management strategies for HLW. 

2. 

B 

3. 

The FEMP does not manage or store any HLW. 

Regarding defense re1 ated transuranic (TRU) waste, the PSTPs 
will reflect DOE'S current strategy t h a t  the Waste Isolat ion 
P i lo t  P l a n t  (WIPP) will open and receive a No Migration 
Variance. The PSTPs should identify characterization, 
processing, and treatment of TRU waste t o  meet the WIPP 
Waste Acceptance Criteria. Consistent w i t h  this pol icy, 
treatment of mixed TRU waste t o  meet LDR standards should 
not be included i n  the PSTPs a t  .this time. 

However, the PSTPs will recognize t h a t  DOE'S policy 
regarding WIPP is under review and may change i n  the future. 
As such, the PSTPs will provide for the flexibility t o  
modi fy  activities and m i  lestones regardi ng TRU waste t o  
reflect potential future changes i n  DOE policy. 

Under current DOE policy, non-defense related TRU waste will 
not be disposed a t  WIPP. As such, the PSTPs should reflect 
treatment of non-defense mixed TRU waste t o  meet LDRs. 

The FEMP does not manage or store any TRU waste. 

DOE recognizes some states' preferences for treatment of a l l  
wastes on-site. Where appropriate, existing on-site 
capacity will be utilized before new faci l i t ies  are 
constructed. When on-site treatment or use of commercial or 
mobile facil i t ies is not practical, the use of existing off- 
s i t e  capacity, as well as the construction of new 
faci 1 i t i  es , wi 1 1 be considered. 

13 

. .?.  

. .  



5. 

6 .  

7 .  

8. 

9 .  

e Sites i n  the same state will investigate the'practicality of 
consolidated treatment facil i t ies.  

.Mi xed waste generated during Environmental Restoration ( E R )  
and Decontamination and Decommissioning (D&D) activities 
will be factored in to  planning activities and equity 
discussions. particularly where u t i l i za t ion  of facil i t ies 
identified i n  the PSTPs are being considered for managing ER 
and D&D waste. 

The PSTP addresses a l l  wastes i n  the updated Mixed Waste 
Inventory Report (MWIR). Changes t o  the MWIR waste stream 
and treatment facility information are explained i n  the 
Appendix C of the PSTP. 

On a volume basis. the majority of DOE'S mixed waste will be 
treated on-si te. Because of transportation concerns and 
costs. t h i  s general l y  includes process wastewater, and some 
explosives and waste requi r ing  remote-hand1 i ng . 
add i t ion .  other large volume waste streams will generally be 
treated on-site. A t  a minimum. Richland ( R L ) ,  Oak Ridge 
(OR), Idaho ( ID).  and Savannah River (SR) will have on-site 
facil i t ies t o  treat- the majority of their wastes. 

The PEIS is being performed i n  parallel w i t h  the development 
of the STPs. The STP process will provide information t o  
the PEIS. In general, no addi t iona l  NEPA documentation will 
be needed t o  support development and submittal of the PSTPs. 
However, each s i t e  will prepare the necessary specific NEPA 
documentation before proceeding w i t h  a given project or 
facility identi-fied i n  the PSTP. 

In 

In support of D O E . 3  cradle-to-grave waste management 
philosophy, disposal s i t e  location and criteria wi l l  be 
factored in to  state equity discussions. waste treatment . 

facility designs. and the characteristics of the f ina l  waste 
forms.. 
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PSTP - Background Volume 
# !m-001 Rev 1 



- 

2.2 Preferred Option Sel ect i on Process - '4212 
2.2.1 Treatment Options Sel ecti on Process - FEMP 

DOE prepared several guidance documents t o  assist the si tes 
i n  working through treatment identification and selection of 
preferred options. -The overall process is  contained i n  the 
"Draft Site Treatment P l a n  Development Framework". The 
Draft Site Treatment P1 an  Framework establ i shed common 
terminology. objectives and values, p lanning  assumptions, 
and recommended methodology for narrowing the a1 ternati ves 
presented i n the Conceptual Site Treatment P1 a n .  Detai 1 ed 
information pertaining t o  the selection of the Preferred 
Options is provided in Appendix A. 

The following are guidance documents used i n  the Preferred 
Option sel ecti on process : 

The "Treatment Selection Guides" provides i nformati on on 
selecting treatment options by comparing the options on 
-fundamental criteria such as regulatory compl i ance, 
environmental health and safety, treatment effectiveness, 
implementabi 1 i t y ,  stakeholder concerns, 1 i fe-cycle costs, 
and techno1 ogy development . 

The "Draft Site Treatment P1 an  Cost Informati on Guidance" 
provides a level of consistency i n  the cost information by 
providing common cost assumptions. Drafts of these and 

* other technical assistance documents were provided t o  states 
and their comments incorporated in to  the f i n a l  revision. 

"Protocol for Identi fyi  ng a Potenti a1 Off -Site M i  xed Waste 
Treatment Option i n  the Draft Site Treatment P lan"  describes 
a coardination process t o  be used for identification of an 
off -s i te  treatment opt i  on. 

. 

. 

These documents are available i n  the Public Reading Room a t  
the Public Environmental Information Center (PEIC), 10845 
Hami 1 ton-Cl eves Highway , Harri son, Ohi 0 ,  45030. 

The methodol ogy used i n the i dent i f i  cati on of the FEMP PSTP 
treatment options was as follows: 

1. The process began by identi fying the on-site, 
existing, and planned treatment faci l i t ies  which are 
potenti a1 treatment options for mi xed waste. 
Initially these options were listed w i t h o u t  regard t o  
regul atory/permi t concerns or modi f i  cati ons requi red 
t o  treat  mixed waste. 



.. .-. .- . .  

e 2. Viable treatment options identified i n  the Conceptual 
Site Treatment P l a n  were considered for further 
eva 1 u a t  i on. 

, 'i '- 
1 %  A -", Lt *.?;' 

3. The FEMP nixed waste treatment activities either i n  
progress or planned were also considered viable 
treatment options . These activities i ncl uded RCRA 
Closure of Hazardous Waste Management Units and CERCLA 
Remova 1 Act i ons . 

An i n i t i a l  screening was performed on the potential 
treatment options. The screen was based on the a b i l i t y  of a 
treatment option t o  comply w i t h  the threshold cri teria:  
regulatory compliance and protection of human health and the 

evaluation process i f  i t  could not meet a threshold 
cr i ter ia .  Treatment options fai 1 i ng the threshold criteria 
were eliminated from further evaluation. 

The remaining treatment options were considered v i  ab1 e and 
then evaluated using the "Treatment Selection Guides" 
prepared by the DOE FFCAct Task Force. Cost estimates have 
been developed t o  the extent possible w i t h  available 
information concerning a given treatment option. The cost 
estimates are conservative estimates based on limited 
information and are intended t o  be order of magnitude 
estimates for the purpose o f  comparison between options. 
The cost estimates are based on "Interim Report: Waste 
Management Faci 1 i t ies Cost Informati on for Mi xed Low Level 
Waste, " actual FEMP project cost estimates, and information 
directly obtained from- other DOE sites-. 

t environment. A technology d i d  not proceed further i n  the 
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2.2.2 Treatment Options Selection Process - Options Analysis Team 

The Draft Site Treatment Plans were prepared by the s i tes  
using a "bottom LIP'' approach. The resulting treatment 
configuration. when viewed from a national level, contained ' 
many redundancies and i neffi ci enci es . 
PSTPs, an assessment was performed t o  determine wha t  
accommodations are necessary t o  blend the "bottom up" Draft 
Site Treatment Plans i n t o  a more sensible national 
configuration of treatment systems. To faci 1 i t a t e  this 
assessment, DOE established the Options Analysis Team (OAT) 
comprised of s i t e  representatives and members of the 
Headquarters ' FFCAct Task Force. The OAT coordinated their 
efforts w i t h  the States, through the National Governors' 
Association, t o  ensure the n a t i o n a l  mixed waste 
configuration reflects both the States' and DOE's concerns. 
As part of this evaluation, the impacts of implementing the 
emerging Draft Site Treatment Plan configuration, as well as 
alternative configurations, were evaluated. 

In developing the 

The focus of the OAT'S efforts has been on mixed low level 
waste (MLLW). While high  level waste (HLW) and mixed 
transuranic waste (TRU) are also covered by the FFCAct, the 
strategies for managing these wastes have already been 
establ i shed. However, DOE recogni zes t h a t  modi f i  ca t i  ons of 
these strategies may be needed as the programs evolve and 
new information becomes available. 

In combination, the Draft Site Treatment Plans form a m'ixed 
waste treatment configuration which was the base1 ine for the 
OAT analyses. Changes t o  the Draft Site Treatment P l a n  
configuration proposed by the OAT are based on the following 
analyses : 

1. Review of the Draft Site Treatment' Plan baseline \ 

confi gurati on t o  identify redundant and technical l y  
inefficient proposed treatment options. 

Identification of alternative treatment configurations 
t h a t  emphasize key State and DOE concerns. 

2. 

3. Evaluation of the Draft Site Treatment Plan baseline 
and alternate configurations aga ins t  key evaluation 
areas t o  determi ne w h a t  combi n a t i  on of treatment 
options results i n  configuration t h a t  best meets 
DOE's, the States' , EPA's and other stakeholders' 
concerns. 

B -  
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e The resul ts  of the i n i t i a l  OAT analysis were shared with 
each of the s i tes  and the State regulators.  as wel l  as DOE 
management. The OAT worked f o r  several more months 
responding t o  State requests f o r  addi t ional  analysis, 
incorporating ongoing s i t e  analysis . and responding t o  
comments. The resu l t ing  configuration. as presented i n  the 
PSTPs, i s  DOE'S best attempt t o  balance competing DOE and 
stakeholder i nterests . 

. * .  , 
. , -  
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2.3 Coordination w i t h  Regulatory Agencies and Other Stakeholders 

The FFCAct offers a n  opportunity for the DOE and the State and 
USEPA regulators who wil l  be approving the PSTPs t o  work 
cooperatively toward defining mixed waste treatment plans. As 
requested by the States. the DOE signed a cooperative agreement i n  
August 1993 w i t h  the National Governors’ Association (NGA) t o  
faci 1 i ta te  the DOE-to-State interactions . The NGA has sponsored 
na t iona l  meetings on a routine basis w i t h  DOE, the States. USEPA, 
and the Indian Nations throughout the development of the PSTPs. 

The FFCAct requires the States and USEPA t o  provide for public 
involvement after the PSTPs are submitted. The DOE has provided 
addi t i  onal opportunities for pub1 i c i n p u t  i n to  the devel opment o f  
Conceptual and Draft Site Treatment Plans through existing public 
involvement mechanisms a t  the s i te .  

A t  the National level, the DOE has presented information on the 
development of the PSTPs t o  the Envi ronmental Management Advisory 
Board and held an open house i n  Washington. D . C . ,  when the Draft 
Site Treatment Plans were relea.sed. The DOE a lso met informally 
w i t h  representatives of Indian Tribes and separately w i t h  
representatives of other groups t h a t  may have interest i n  Site 
Treatment P l a n  development. The purpose of the meetings was t o  
determine i f  there are na t iona l  issues t h a t  may not  be identified 
through site-specific activities. Addit ional  opportunities t o  
o b t a i n  i n p u t  a t  the National level may be offered i n  coordination 
wi th  the States ar,d USEPA. The Center for Environmental 
Management provides information on FFCAct activities a t  the 
National level (1-800-736-3282: 202-836-5084 i n  Washington, D . C .  ) .  

2.3.1 Regul ator - FEMP Interactions 

Since the submittal of the Conceptual Site Treatment P l a n  i n  
October 1993. the representatives of the FEMP. i n  
conjunction w i t h  the four other Ohio DOE si tes met w i t h  OEPA 
on seven occasions : November 1993, February 1994, Apri 1 
1994, June 1994, October 1994, December 1994, and January 
1995 t o  discuss the development of the PSTP. Additionally,  
the FEMP had monthly phone conversations w i t h  the OEPA. 
Issues discussed and presentations i ncl uded: 

0 

e 

e 

0 

Update by Ohio DOE sites of “Ohio Options” 

Progress Reports from each s i t e  on PSTP development 

D i  scussi on o f  the s i te  treatment planning out1 i ne 

Re1 a t i  onshi p of compl i ance orders/i ssues t o  the 
out 1 i ne 

0 Incorporation of FOs in to  PSTP 
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0 

' 0  

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

a Disposal issues related t o  residue volumes and in ter im 
hand1 i ng 

Eva1 ua t i  on process or  select ing preferred options 

Contractual issues associ ated w i th  receiving o f f  - s i t e  
waste.. 

PSTP Format and Content: 

a Addressing storage o f  residuals whi le awaiting 
disposal 

a Need t o  ident i f y  process f o r  addressing disposal 
i n . PSTPs 

Discussion o f  the  FEMP's "Waste Management Strategy" 

Meeting wi th  OEPA s t a f f  t o  preview D r a f t  S i te  
Treatment P1 an p r i o r  t o  review (September 1994) 

Discussion o f  OEPA general comments on Ohio DOE D r a f t  
S i t e  Treatment P1 ans 

Discussion o f  OEPA comments on FEMP D r a f t  S i t e  
Treatment Plan , 

Fundi ng and schedul i ng i ssues and impacts 

Regulatory mechanism f o r  implementation o f  POs 

Equity issues between shipping and treatment and/or 
disposal states 

Incorporation o f  DOE OAT configuration recommendations 

D r a f t  "Ohio Opti on" white paper detai 1 i ng coordination 
e f f o r t s  by Ohio s i tes .  

A l l  stakeholder comments and FEMP responses have been 
forwarded t o  the OEPA. 
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- 7212 2.3.2 DOE Publ i c  Participation/Stakeholder Involvement 

The DOE a t  Fernald has a public participation program t h a t  
commits t.0 providing the publ i c opportunities t o  parti ci pate 
i n  decision making a t  the FEMP. Although DOE retains 
decision-making responsibility. its policy is rooted i n  the 
conviction t h a t  a n  effective public involvement program 
wi l l :  

0 

0 

Enable the public t o  participate i n  policy decisions. 

Help DOE make better decisions t h a t  incorporate legal, 
technical , economic, envi ronmental , and soci a1 
factors. 

0 Provide a means for DOE t o  b u i l d  consensus among the 
vari ous interested stakeholders involved i n  addressi ng 
major i s u e s  and problems. 

. .  

0 Assist DOE i n  b u i l d i n g  credibility w i t h  the public by 
demonstrating openness. responsiyeness and 
accountabi 1 i t y  . 

Encompass activities necessary t o  comply w i t h  
appl i cab1 e 1 aws , regulations , negoti ated agreements 
and DOE pol icy. 

0 

Publ i c participation activities are mandated by several 1 aws 
and regulations which apply t o  the FEMP. However, DOE has 
committed t o  going beyond these requirements i n  its public 
participation program. DOE uses several forums, such as 
various written materials, large and small meetings, 
governmental briefings, publ ic comment periods, workshops, 
and the Fernald Citizens Task Force to  foster a two-way 
di a1 ogue.. 

The pub l i c  involvement activities a t  Fernald are designed t o  
allow a l l  interested stakeholders t o  share the role o f  
decision-making a t  Fernald. These activities. which are 
reviewed regularly for effectiveness, assume t h a t  the  
i n d i v i d u a l s  cannot participate effectively w i t h o u t  adequate 
and understandable technical and general information. 
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e A variety of forums are used as appropriate t o  communicate 
w i t h  local residents about new issues. They include: 

j , ,  & $ f G.2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Community Meetings - A t  least three community meetings 
will be held each year t o  ensure t h a t  interested area 
residents have a routine public forum for expressing 
their views and getting .answers t o  their questions. 

Response t o  Community Questions - The DOE has  and will 
respond t o  a1 1 questions. Written responses, 
including those made a t  Fernald Residents for 
Envi ronmental Safety and Health (FRESH) meetings, wi  11 
be pu t  i n to  the publ ic  reading room a t  the PEIC. 

Telephone and Personal Contacts - The DOE has  and will 
continue t o  mai n t a i  n frequent telephone and personal 
communi cati  on w i t h  1 oca1 community 1 eaders , 
residenti a1 and commerci a1 p3 a n t  neighbors, and other 
organi zat i  ons. 

Fact sheets, Newsletters, Briefing Papers, Progress 
Reports - These DOE publications are designed t o  
provide timely information on new findings and si te 
developments re1 ated t o  ongoing cleanup acti  v i  ties. 

Presentations and Briefings t o  Community Groups and 
Elected Officials - The DOE will continue t o  provide 
briefings about  Fernald activities t o  government 
officials, FRESH and any other interested groups. 

Community Roundtables - These are smal 1 , informal 
meetings t h a t  are dedicated t o  a specialized topic. 

Workshops - These. are publ ic  working sessions t h a t  
focus on issue resolution, such as discussing cleanup 
alternatives. 

Public Reading Room a t  the PEIC - This area contains 
information related t o  the FEMP and other DOE sites, 
i ncl udi ng cleanup techno1 ogi es and h i  stori cal 
information. . 

. 

Notices of A v a i l a b i l i t y  and Public Comment Periods - 
These are requi red by CERCLA. 

Responsiveness Summaries - Summary of comments 
received during public comment periods and DOE’S 
responses. 
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0 The Fernald Project Cleanup Report - The CERCLA 
newsletter t h a t  provides information about the 
remedi a1 investigation, feasi bi 1 i t y  study. and 
remedi a1 and removal actions . 

0 Media Relations - This  activity provides a contact for 
medi a i nqui  ri es . 

0 Speakers Bureau - Volunteers i n  the speakers bureau 
are avai  1 ab1 e t o  discuss thei r expertise t o  community , 
business, ci vi c ,  and professional organi zati ons . 

P l a n t  Tours and Open Houses 0 

0 Videotapes - Where possible, videotapes will be used 
t o  show cleanup activities. 

Speci f i c pub1 i c parti ci p a t i  on ac t i  vi  t i  es and associ ated 
documentation a t  the FEMP for the FFCAct are located i n  
Appendix D. 
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< 3. p4 a. 2.4 Characterization o f  Mixed Wastes 

The Materia I Eva lua t ion  Form (MEF) is  the primary tool used by the 
FEMP for documenting waste characterizations. The MEF i s 
completed by the generator or project supervi sor responsible for 
generating the waste. The completed form. along w i t h  any other 
identified information/documentation, is evaluated by FEMP 
personnel. Addit ional  sources of information t h a t  may be used t o  
support process knowl edge determinations i ncl ude : ' 

0 

0 

Historical knowl edge and/or d a t a  on simi 1 ar FEMP processes 

Conversations w i t h  personnel fami 1 i ar w l  t h  the process or 
location 

0 Text books which describe the processes . 

0 Materi a1 Safety Data Sheets 

0 Vendor specification information 

The use of process knowledge for waste characterization must be 
justi f i  ab1 e and i ncl ude supporting documentati-on: Process- 
knowledge is most appropriate when one or more of' the following 
conditions exist, as identified by draft guidance issued by the 
DOE and the USEPA. for the characterization of mixed waste: 

0 Collection o f  representative samples from a waste stream is 
difficult due t o  i ts  physical nature. (e .g . .  solid 
materials such as metals, glass, or wood) 

Waste col lecti on and analysis of materi a1 would result i n  
unacceptable ri sk of radi a t i  on exposure. DOE pol icy 
requires t h a t  exposure t o  radioactive material must be 
maintained as low as reasonably achievable (ALARAI. 

0 

0 

When process knowl edge i s i nsuffi ci ent t o  characteri ze a waste 
stream, analytical methods are used t o  supplement the existing 
process knowledge. Each waste stream is analyzed for those 
parameters most likely t o  yield the maximum amount of chemical and 
physical information. I n  a d d i t i o n ,  specific analyses are selected 
based on knowledge of the waste generation process, and the 
constituents suspected t o  be i n  the waste. Specific sampling and 
analysis a l so  may be required t o  demonstrate compliance w i t h  LDR 
treatment standards, classify waste for transportation under 
Department of Transportation (DOT) requi rements , or t o  meet 
receiving TSD facil i ty Waste Acceptance Criteria (WAC). 

Waste is heterogenous i n  composition and collecting a 
representative sample is difficult. 

PSTP - Background Volume 
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Data Quality Objectives (DQO) are utilized to establish the 
quality and quantity of data required to satisfy decision-making 
needs. The Si tewi de CERCLA QE'~ i ty Assurance Project P1 an (SCQ) 
establishes the framework for ensuring that DQO and quality 
assurance requi rements are met for i ndi vi dual projects and that 
qual i ty assurance requi rements are imp1 emented on a consistent 
basis' throughout data gathering activities at the FEMP. 
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e 2.4J Mixed Waste Management Process f o r  Evaluation and Treatment 

The administrative project management process u t i  1 i zed by the FEMP 
i s a progressi ve and functional -based process. 
allows for near term treatment and disposal of the FEMP mixed 
waste. The treatment and disposal of the mixed waste reduces the 
mixed waste inventory, which results. i n  the reduction of potential 
long term exposure t o  workers and the environment and reduces 
storage space requirements. 

Th i s  process 

Figure 2.4.1 provides a flow diagram of the steps involved i n  the 
administrative project management process. The i n i t i a l  step i n  
the process i s  t o  segregate the waste in to  groups t h a t  will then 
be assigned t o  specific projects. A t  the FEMP. projects are the 
management tool for p lanning  , budgeti ng , and schedul i ng 
implementation of a PO. A project may contain one or more 
preferred options. First, the RCRA hazardous and TSCA wastes are 
separated based on the presence of radi oacti ve contamination. I f  
the waste contains no radioactive contamination. i t  wi l l  be 
shipped directly off-site for treatment t o  a licensed commercial 
treatment, storage, and disposal faci 1 i t y  . Radioactively 
contaminated waste continues through the process. 

Next, a general evaluation of the mixed waste is performed by 
u t i l i z i n g  two existing FEMP databases. Each of the databases 
contain i nformati on benefi ci a1 t o  the management of the mi xed 
waste. A description of each database is provided below: 

e The Waste Characterization Information Database provides 
general waste characterization i nformati on on each waste 
stream including EPA waste codes. general materi a1 
description. and MEF numbers. The MEF numbers are used t o  
reference detai 1 ed information on each waste stream 
avai  1 ab1 e i n  the Waste Characterization da ta  f i  1 es . 

e The Waste Inventory Informati on Database provides inventory 
numbers, waste quant i  t ies , storage locations. and waste 
generati on locations . This database is cross-referenced to  
the Waste Characterization database by MEF number. 
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Figure 2.4.1 
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e Based on the general evaluation, the mixed waste is assigned t o  
one of several projects. These projects provide mechanisms for 
managing groups of similar wastes t o  meet EPA LDR treatment 
standards. The steps or treatment processes needed t o  treat a 
group of waste are linked together and diagrammed i n  treatment 
trains. 
the mixed waste and the corresponding Preferred Options and 
Treatment Trains. 

The following table provides the projects which manage 

HF RCRA Closure HF Neutralization 0 
Svstem 

Project Preferred Option 

General project work plans will be written for projects (1). (2) .  
( 3 ) .  and (4).  General project work plans describe the specific 
technology(ies) used. the testing required t o  validate the 
assigned technology(ies1. and the parameters for the waste 
entering the treatment systems. Treatment system capacity and 
effectiveness will depend on the volume of waste t o  be treated and 
the waste matrix. The work plans will define the scope o f  the 
primary treatment process, including any pretreatment steps 
required t o  complete the treatment train. The work p lans  will 
also Frovide qualifiers ( i  . e . ,  waste acceptance criteria) for the 
waste t o  be processed through the system. 

Treatment Trains 

28 
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UNH Neutralization 
System 

Waste Project 

(2) Stabi  1 i zat i  on 
Project 

(3)  Chemical 
Treatment Project 

(4) Non-LDR/<TSC 
Disposal Project 
Thori um Nitrate 
RCRA Closure 

(I) Liquid Mixed 
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UNH Treatment System N 

Wastewater Treatment A 

TSCA Incinerator C .  E. K 
Ohio Mobile D 

S t a b i l i z a t i o n  System 
Ohio Mobi 1 e Chemi cal F, G .  H. I ,  J .  L ,  M 

Treatment System 
Envi rocare B 

Thori urn Nitrate P 
Treatment System 



A f t e r  being assigned t o  a pro ject .  the waste s t ream'wi l l  go 
through a detai led evaluation t o  determine i f  supplemental 
information i s  required. Sources o f  t h i s  information include: 

0 Waste Characteri za t i  on MEF f i  1 es 

0 Radiological concentration data 

0 Available visual inspections from previous character izat ion 
e f f o r t s .  ( I f  no visual inspections are avai lable,  o r  i f  
ex is t ing  inspections require supplemental information. the 
drums may be examined through the  Real Time Radiography 
u n i t .  This keeps potent ia l  exposure t o  workers as low as 
reasonably achievable by minimizing d i rec t  contact w i th  the 
waste) . .... 

0 

As addi t ional  information i s  obtained on the waste, it may be 
determined tha t  the current ly assigned project  i s  not appropriate. 
The waste can then be reassigned through the management system t o  

the in i t ia l  evaluations. 

Sampl i ng and anal ys i  s 

a d i  f fe ren t  pro ject  without 1 osi ng the  i nformati on obtained during ."I I 

Af te r  appropri ate i nformati on i s obtained and avai 1 ab1 e treatment 
un i t s  have been iden t i f i ed ,  task speci f ic  work plans w i l l  be 
developed f o r  operation o f  the treatment systems and f o r  . the 
performance o f  supporting operations. Upon completion o f  these 
plans, f u l l  implementation o f  the operations can begin. 

Some waste streams w i  11 requi r e  a mu1 ti -step treatment approach 
(i .e. ,  chemical treatment followed by s tab i l i za t i on ) .  This 
management system allows f o r  easy t ransfer  o f  t reated waste. 
residues t o .  other projects.  Treatment o f  some waste may generate 
secondary waste requir ing addit ional treatment through these 
processes. 

The UNH Neutral izat ion System i s  being implemented under Removal 
Action #20 and speci f ic  information i s  provided i n  the Removal 
Action Work Plan. The HF RCRA Closure Project i s  being performed 
as a RCRA Closure and speci f ic  information i s  provided i n  the  RCRA 
Closure Plan Information and D a t a  ( C P I D ) .  The Thorium N i t ra te  
RCRA Closure Project w i . l l  also be performed as a RCRA Closure. A 
schedule f o r '  completing the Thorium N i t ra te  CPID has been provided 
i n the PSTP. 

.-. . . , 
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2.5 Waste Minimization 

2.5.1 Waste Minimization Program Overview 

The purpose of the Waste Minimization Program 
seek out and imp1 ement opportuni t i  es t o  reduce 
management responsi bi 1 i t i  es and costs. 

The FEMP Waste Minimization Program is respons 

e 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

s t o  actively 
waste 

ble for: 

Establishing sitewide waste reduction goals 

Educati ng employees on waste m i  nimi zati on/poll u t i  on 
prevention principles and life-cycle cost analysis  

Supporting the five operable unit's waste minimization 
act i vi t i  es 

Performi ng Pol 1 u t i  on Prevention Opportunity 
Assessments (PPOA) on waste streams and processes 
which generate mi xed waste 

Implementing waste minimization opportunities 

Developing an  a f f i  rmati ve procurement program for the 
purchase of non- hazardous, non-toxi c chemical s , and 
recycled products 

Providing i ncenti ves for employees t o  make waste 
minimization suggestions 

Reporting the FEMP Waste Minimization Program 
accompl i shments i n  documents requi red by the DOE 

PSTP - Background Volume 
# STP-001 Rev 1 



2.5.2 Was2 Minimization Activities Involving Mixed Waste 

The FEMP Waste Minimization and Pol lu t ion  Prevention Policy 
became effective i n  October 1993. I t  sets forth the FEMP’s 
commitment t o  protect the envi ronment through waste 
minimization and pol lu t ion  prevention efforts. 

The overall Gbjective of the Waste Minimization Program is 
t o  reduce the amount and toxicity of wastes generated a t  the 
FEMP. Waste minimization is and will be accomplished by 
eliminating or minimizing the generation of waste through 
source redcction ( i  .e. segregation), material subs t i t u t ion .  
recycling and/or beneficial reuse. and by implementing 
treatment techno1 ogi es whi ch reduce vol ume , toxi city , or 
mobi 1 i t y  whi 1 e minimizing secondary waste generati on. 

Waste mi nimi za t i  on efforts wi  11 be i ncorporated i n t o  the 
planning and engineering stages o f  a project. These efforts 
could i ncl ude mi nimi zi ng generati on -of m i  xed waste through 
cross contamination, and using one FEMP mixed waste as a 
.reactant t o  treat  another FEMP mi xed waste. thus reducing 
the need t o  purchase new chemicals. A tracking mechanism 
w i l l  be developed t o  account for waste reduction as a result 
of the minimization efforts. The following are brief 
expl a n a t i  ons of ongoing or planned Waste Mi nimi zati on 
Program activities on-si te :  

Ongoi ng Act i vi t i e s  : . 

Training which focuses on educating Project and Design 
Engineers on Waste Mi n i  mi zati on Appl i cations and Li fe- 
Cycle Cost Analysis 

Identi fying and reviewing chemical usage for possible 
waste minimization opportunities such as elimination, 
substi tution, or reduction i n  use, by using a chemical 
tracking d a t a  base 

Compiling mixed waste generation d a t a  and rates from 
routine activities in years pas t  and making 5 year 
generation projections. This identifies and 
prioritizes mixed waste for PPOAs 

Performing PPOAs on Wastewater Treatment System and 
the 1 aboratory processes focusing on the el i mi n a t i  on 
or reduction of the toxic chemical methanol 

Segregating excess chemicals i n  the 1 aboratori es . 
The chemicals are lab-packed before being 
d i  sposi t i  oned as hazardous waste instead of mi xed 
waste 

31 P 

.: 2+, ,A 

PSTP - Background ‘Volume 
# STP-001 Rev 1 



e Planned Ac t i v i t i es :  

0 Develop procedures t o  have approximately 13 drums o f  
broken acid bat ter ies decanted and surveyed f o r  
rad io lo  i c a l  contamination (Clean un i t s  will be placed 
i n t o  an on-goi ng 1 ead recovery program: contami nated 
ones w i  1 be stored f o r  . future disposi t ioning. ) 

0 Devel op 
cadmi um 

procedures t o  recycle s i  1 ver-z i  nc and nickel  - 
rechargeable bat ter ies 
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3.0 MIXED LOW LEVEL WASTE STREAMS 

Mixed wastes a t  the FEMP can be divided i n t o  two general categories: 
containerized waste currently i n  storage (which  includes legacy and 
routine operations waste) and remediation wastes which are primarily 
wastes t o  b.e generated from the remedial actions. T h i s  section will 
focus on treatment of containerized wastes. Remedi a t i  on wastes are 
discussed i n  Section 6.0.  

B 

A review of the FEMP mixed waste inventory was completed i n  October 
1994. The FEMP currently has identified 44 mixed waste treatability 
groups which represent 324 waste streams. A1 1 i nventori ed m i  xed waste 
identified by the FEMP can be treated us ing  existing technologies. 

The FEMP waste streams are organized by treatability groups i n  tables 
located i n  Appendix C .  These tables present the following information: 
Mixed Waste Inventory Report (MWIR) identification number, EPA waste 
codes, waste description, current and five year rate quantities, 
radi ol ogi cal concentrations , basis of characterization, LDR treatment 
standard, treatment train/project name, and Preferred Option/disposal 
op t ion .  Waste streams are organized i n  tables behind thei r respecti ve 
treatment trai  n i n Appendix C ,  Treatment Trains. 

Additional mixed waste may be identified for treatment a t  the FEMP from 
NTS. Information on this waste stream is preliminary. The FEMP is 
evaluating the waste stream for treatment iv FEMP preferred options. 
The waste stream from NTS consists of 249 m o f  cotter concentrate w i t h  
selenium and natural uranium ore. 

The States will continue discussion of mixed waste being treated a t  off-  
site 1 ocati ons . These di  scussi ons may i nvol ve equity i ssues t o  
establish a fair  and just distribution of mixed waste treatment a t  DOE 
s i tes .  These equity discussions may result i n  add i t iona l  DOE sites 
identifying the FEMP for treatment of their  mixed wastes i n  the future. 

Acceptance of waste from off-site may impact current treatment schedules 
by requiring issuance of a RCRA permit for mixed waste treatment. 
addition, the FEMP has  not  establ i shed waste acceptance cri teri a for 
receipt of off-site waste streams. The FEMP will continue t o  discuss 
these i ssues w i t h  stakeholders. 

In  

Additional FEMP mixed waste streams may be identified through on-going 
characterization efforts. Waste streams which are determined t o  be 
mi xed waste w i  11 be assigned to  projects as described i n  Section 2 -4 .1 .  
I t  is anticipated t h a t  new mixed waste streams identified i n  these 
efforts wi 11 be compatible w i t h  current Preferred Options. 

The FEMP i s  proposing t o  treat mixed waste generated from HWMU RCRA 
C l  osures , Interim Remedi a1 Actions , and Safe Shutdown activities through 
Preferred Options identified i n  the PSTP. These mixed wastes may 
include residual process materials, associated equipment and debris. 
Information on future generated waste is also provided i n  Section 6 .0 .  
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e 3.1 Mixed Waste Streams f o r  which Technology Exis ts  

This section provides information on mixed wastes tha t  can be 
t reated t o  LDR treatment standards using proven technologies, 
Only minor modif icat ions o f  the  technology. i f  any. are needed t o  
t r e a t  the  waste. 

The FEMP’s mixed waste streams are organized by Preferred Option 
i n  t h i s  section o f  the Background Volume. 
Preferred Option i s  followed by a tab le  which l i s t s  the  waste 
streams tha t  can be treated t o  LDR treatment standards using the  
technology(ies) spec i f ied by the Preferred Option. 

The tables provide information on each waste stream as described 

Each descr ipt ion o f  the 

bel  ow: 

Column #1 

Column #2 

Column #3 

Column #t4 

Column #5 

Column #6 

MEF# 
The FEMP’s in te rna l  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  number used f o r  
t rack ing waste streams. 

MWIR ID#  

I den t i f i ca t i on  number assigned t o  each waste stream i n  
FFCAct M i  xed Waste Inventory Report. 

EPA CODES 

Iden t i f i es  EPA Waste Codes associated wi th  each waste 
s t  ream. 

WASTE DESCRIPTION 

Provides waste stream descr ipt ion as recorded on the 
Materi a1 Eva1 uation Form (MEF) . 

CURRENT QTY 

Quanti t ies i n  kilograms (kgs) are taken from the 
Materi a1 s Control and Accountabi 1 i t y  (MC&A) database. 
Inventory i s  current as o f  October 21. 1994. 

Quanti t ies i n  cubic meters3(m3) are estimated using a 
conversion factor  o f  0.2 m /container. 

5 YEAR RATE 

The t o t a l  quant i ty o f  mixed waste projected t o  be 
generated over the  next f i v e  years (FY 1995 - FY 1999) 
from rout ine operations. These project ions do not_ 
include remedi a t i  on waste. 
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3.1.1 Waste Stream for which Technology Exists - Preferred Option: 
Hydrofluoric Acid (HF) Neutralization System 

Table 1 represents the FEMP mixed waste stream for which the 
Preferred Option is identified as the HF Neutralization System. 
This system will be implemented through the HF RCRA Closure 
Project which  is being performed as a RCRA Closure of a Hazardous 
Waste Management Unit  (HWMU) . 
t o  the FFCAct Order. The Closure P l a n  and Information Data (CPID) 
which  describes the HF RCRA Closure Project was approved by the 
OEPA i n  February 1995. 

Project schedules wi 11 be subject 

The LDR treatment standard for this waste is  deactivation and 
treatment can be accomplished through the use of on-site existing 
faci l i t ies .  The process for the treatment of the HF waste will 
consist of elementary neutralization i n  an existing t a n k  by the 
add i t ion  of .lime slurry. The neutralized wastes wil l  be filtered 
through the existing Wastewater Treatment System (WWTS) ( P l a n t  8 
Filter Press). The f i l t ra te  will be discharged through the FEMP 
WWTS under the existing National P o l l u t a n t  Discharge El imina t ion  
System (NPDES) Permit. The f i l t e r  solids will be managed as low 
1 eve1 radi oacti ve waste. 

The HF RCRA Closure schedule is driven by the approval of the 
CPID. . The schedule requires completion of field activit ies for 
closure w i t h i n  180 days from the OEPA approval of the CPID and 
submittal of the Closure Certification w i t h i n  240 days of 
approval , consi stent w i t h  the requi rements of Ohio Administrative 
Code (OAC) 3754-66-13(B). The OEPA approved the CPID i n  February 
1995. Based on the schedule i n  the CPID. field work is t o  be 
completed by August 1995. The closure will be completed i n  
September 1995. 

.. 

.. A budget, including funding for fiscal year 1995, has been 
prepared for this project. This budget includes f u n d i n g  for 
disposal. The cost estimate for completing this option is 
available i n  Appendix A .  Section 2.1. An engineering schedule for 
the HF RCRA Closure Project is  provided as Figure 3.1.1. 

The level of confidence i n  characterization for treatment of this 
waste stream is h i g h .  Sampling and analysis has been completed. 
Preliminary testing for treatment of this waste stream has been 
compl et  ed . 
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a PROJECT UPDATE 

The mixed waste' inventory provided i n  Rev 1 of the FEMP PSTP was 
current t o  October 1, 1994. The FEMP mixed waste inventory has 
been updated t o  July 1, 1995. Appendix C .  Supplement has been 
added t o  detail the adjustments i n  inventory as they apply t o  PSTP 
Preferred Options. The revised inventory revealed a net loss o f  
19.710 kg and 19.72 m" as a result of completing treatment of the. 
mixed waste associated w i t h  this Preferred Option. No a d d i t i o n a l  
mixed waste is projected t o  be treated by this Preferred Opt ion .  
See Appendix C .  Supplement for detail on the revised estimated 
t o t a l  for this Preferred Option. 
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Figure 3.1.1 
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TABLE #1 3.1.1 MIXED WASTE STREAM FOR WHICH TECHNOLOGY EXISTS 
PREFERRED OPTION : 

HF NEUTRALIZATION SYSTEM 

Di 1 Ute hydrof luoric ac id  
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3.1.2 Waste Stream for  which Technology Exists - Preferred Option: 
Uranyl Ni t ra te  Hexahydrate (UNH) Treatment System 

Table 2 represents the FEMP mixed waste stream for which the 
Preferred Option is identifiea as the UNH Treatment System, This 
system is being implemented through the UNH Neutralization System 
Project. The FEMP i s  a CERCLA s i t e  and has been working w i t h  USEPA 
and OEPA t o  treat the UNH on-site through CERCLA Removal Action 
#20. Project schedules will be subject t o  the FFCAct Order. 

The LDR treatment standards for this waste stream is concentration 
based and deactivation. The FEMP plans t o  meet these treatment 
standards using on-site facil i t ies.  

In place, or i n  situ, neutralization of the contents of six of the 
eighteen UNH tanks w i t h  magnesium oxide powder will commence a t  
the end of March 1995. The neutralized contents of these tanks 
will be pumped t o  the P l a n t  2 neutralization tanks  for inclusion 
i n  the scheduled neutralization operations for the remaining 12 
UNH t anks  (after July 1995) for subsequent transfer t o  P l a n t  8 for 
fi l tration. 

. 

The UNH solutions i n  the remaining 12 UNH tanks will  be 
neutralized, precipitated and filtered. The UNH will be pumped i n  
batches t o  a neutralization t ank  i n  Plant 2 where i t  will be mixed 
w i t h  water t o  develop a solution containing 5 1 normal free acid 
and 5 100 grams per l i t e r  of uranium. Each batch will then be 
neutralized w i t h  a magnesium hydroxide slurry. The excess ni t r ic  
acid will be neutralized t o  form soluble magnesium nitrate and the 
UNH w i  11 react t o  form a magnesi um d i  uranate precipitate. Other 
metal contaminants such as chromium and barium wi l l  be 
precipitated i n  the process. The neutralized UNH slurry will be 
transferred t o  existing f i l t e r  feed t a n k s ,  and filtered on 
existing rotary vacuum f i l te rs  i n  P l an t  8. The l i q u i d  f i l t r a t e  
wi 11 be treated i n existing wastewater treatment faci 1 i t i  es t o  
allow discharge under the present FEMP NPDES permit. The h i g h  
nitrate f i l t ra te  will be discharged for treatment i n  the 
Biodenitrification facil i ty.  The sol id  f i l t e r  cake is expected t o  
be non-hazardous and meet waste acceptance criteria for shipment 
t o  the Nevada Test Site (NTS) for disposal as l ow  level 
radioactive waste. 

A revised schedule and the budget for the UNH project was 
submitted by the DOE t o  the USEPA and the OEPA i n  February 1995. 
Revi sed schedule i nformati on has been i ncorporated . The estimated 
cost o f  the UNH Neutralization System Project, based on current 
project planning efforts, funding considerations , and OEPA 
approval, i s  $14,400,000. An engineering schedule for the U N H  
Neutralization System Project i s  provided as Figure 3.1.2. 
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The level  o f  confidence i n  characterization for treatment o f  t h i s  
waste stream i s  high. Sampling and analysis has been completed. 
Preliminary tes t i ng  f o r  treatment o f  t h i s  waste stream has been 
completed . 

PROJECT UPDATE 

The mixed waste inventory provided i n  Rev 1 o f  the  FEMP PSTP was 
current t o  October 1, 1994. The FEMP mixed waste inventory has 
been updated t o  Ju ly  1. 1995. Appendix C ;  Supplement has been 
added t o  d e t a i l  the  adjustments i n  inventory as they apply t o  PSTP 
Preferred Options. The revised inventory revealed a net gain o f  
113.550 kg and 113.5 m3 f o r  t h i s  Preferred Option. The net gain 
f o r  t h i s  Preferred Option i s  the  resu l t  o f  a newly characterized 
mixed waste, n i t r i c  acid. The UNH waste stream associated w i th  
t h i  s Preferred Option i s  cur ren t ly  being treated. The treatment 
o f  the UNH waste stream w i l l  be completed by September 30, 1995. 
See Appendix C,  Supplement f o r  de ta i l  on the  revised estimated 
t o t a l  o f  mixed waste t o  be treated by t h i s  Preferred Option. 
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Figure 3.1.2 
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- 
TABLE #2 

844 

3.1.2 MIXED WASTE STREAM FOR WHICH TECHNOLOGY EXISTS 
PREFERRED OPTION : 

UNH TREATMENT SYSTEM 

FM-W092 DO02 UNH Solution in tanks 840,000 761 0 0 
DO05 
DO07 

1 0 
ESTIMATED TOTALS: 840,000 761 0 
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3.1.3 Waste Stream for which Techno1 ogy Exists - Preferred Option: 
Thori um Ni t ra te  Treatment System 

Table 3 represents the  FEMP mixed waste stream f o r  which the  
Thori um N i t ra te  Treatment System was chosen as the  Preferred 
Option. The LDR treatment standards for t h i s  waste stream 
are deactivation and concentration based. The FEMP has 
proposed t o  i n i t i a t e  t h i s  pro ject  under the regulatory 
author i ty  o f  CERCLA Removal Action ##9. Project schedules 
w i l l  be subject t o  the FFCAct Order. 

Neutral izat ion/Stabi 1 i zation would blend the t h o r i  um n i t r a t e  
so lut ion wi th a neutra l iz ing agent. The neutral ized product 
would then be combined wi th  an appropriate s t a b i l i z i n g  agent 
t o  achieve a dry,  non-reactive product. The product would 
be managed as 1 ow 1 eve1 radi oact i  ve waste. Imp1 ementati on 
o f  t h i s  process would require the construction of a 
treatment system. The primary elements o f  the  system would 
include: 1) agi tated neutral i z a t i  on tank, 2) t ho r i  urn n i t r a t e  
t ransfer  p i  ping and equipment, 3) neutra l izat ion agent 
introduct ion equipment , 4) neutral ized product t ransfer  
equipment, 5) s tab i l i za t i on  agent/blending equipment and 6) 
containers and hand1 i ng equipment f o r  shipment and disposal 
o f  the s tab i l i zed  product. 

Funding fo r  t h i s  p ro jec t  f o r  f i s c a l  year 1995 has been 
established on the i n i t i a l  estimate ' f o r  s o l i d i f i c a t i o n .  The 
cost estimate i s  avai lable i n  Appendix A, Sect ion 2.4. 
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PROJECT UPDATE 

The treatability study for the Thorium Nitrate was completed 
i n  May, 1995. Option 1, Neutralization/Stabilization was 
selected t o  treat  this waste stream. The thorium nitrate 
will be treated on-site using a vendor. 

The Thorium Nitrate is  contained i n  HWMU #54. Since the 
PSTP was submitted i t  was determined t h a t  closure o f  this 
HWMU will be implemented through CERCLA Removal Action #9. 
The Work Plan was submitted for approval i n  August, 1995. 

Funding for this project has been established on the basis 
of the i n i t i a l  cost estimate for solidification and i s  
detailed i n  Appendix A. 

The mixed waste inventory provided i n  Rev 1 of the FEMP PSTP 
was current t o  October 1, 1994. The FEMP mi xed waste 
inventory has been updated t o  July 1, 1995. Appendix C .  
Supplement has been added to  detail the adjustments i n  
inventory as they apply t o  PSTP Preferred Options. The 
revised inventory revealed no adjustments for this Preferred 
Option.  See Appendix C ,  Supplement for detail on the 
revised estimated to t a l  of mixed waste t o  be treated by this 
Preferred Option. 
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TABLE #3 3 . 1 . 3  MIXED WASTE STREAM FOR WHICH TECHNOLOGY EXISTS 
PREFERRED OPTION: 

THORIUM NITRATE TREATMENT SYSTEM 
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3.1.4 Waste Streams for which Technology Exists - Preferred 
Option : Wastewater Treatment 

Table 4 represents the FEMP mixed waste streams for which 
the Preferred Option is identified as Wastewater Treatment. 
Wastewater Treatment will be implemented as part of the 
Liquid Mixed Waste Project. The Liquid Mixed Waste Project 
i s  designed t o  address treatment and disposal of a l l  l i q u i d  
mixed waste currently i n  storage through the Wastewater 
Treatment Preferred Option or the TSCA Incinerator Preferred 
Opt ion .  The LDR treatment s tandards  for  these waste streams 
are concentration based and/or deactivation. The FEMP plans 
t o  meet these treatment standards using on-si t e  faci 1 i t i  es . 

The FEMP proposes t o  ini t ia te  this project under the 
regulatory authority of CERCLA Removal Action #9. Project 
schedules wil l  be subject t o  the FFCAct Order. 

Liquids will be bulked (i .e. , consolidated in to  a t a n k  or 
other large container), tested, and a determination will be 
made whether they are acceptable for treatment by the FEMP 
Wastewater Treatment System (WWTS) . 

The FEMP WWTS is currently operating and capable of treating 
aqueous waste streams t o  meet requirements o f  the NPDES 
permit. The FEMP i s  currently working on consolidation and 
replacement of the FEMP WWTS. The newly constructed FEMP 
Advanced Wastewater Treatment (AWWT) , initiated startup 
activities i n January 1995. Mi xed wastewaters entering this 
system may require pre-treatment such as pH adjustment. The 
WWTS will only accept l i q u i d s  t h a t  can be effectively 
treated t o  meet the existing NPDES permit discharge levels. 

The information on budgets and schedules for bulk ing  and 
testing l iqu ids  destined for WWTS are included i n  the budget 
and schedules for the Liquid Mixed Waste Project. The 
budget, including funding for fiscal year 1995, is prepared 
and has been incorporated i n t o  the baseline. The budget 
includes a l l  life-cycle costs for treatment and mixed waste 
disposal associated w i t h  this project, b u t  excludes cost for 
low level waste disposal. The cost estimate is  available i n  
Appendix A, Section 2.4. An engineering schedule for the 
Liquid Mi xed Waste Project , whi ch i ncl udes the Wastewater 
Treatment Preferred Opt ion ,  is  provided as Figure 3.1.4. 
The project schedule will be subject t o  the FFCAct Order. 

The level of confidence i n  characterization for treatment of 
these waste streams is high. Sampling and analysis has been 
completed for bulk ing  these waste streams. 
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PROJECT UPDATE e 
The mixed waste inventory provided i n  Rev 1 o f  the FEMP PSTP 
was current t o  October 1. 1994. The FEMP mixed waste 
inventory has been updated t o  Ju ly  1, 1995. Appendix C ,  
Supplement has been added t o  de ta i l  the adjustments i n  
inventory as they apply t o  PSTP Preferred Options. The 
revised inventory revealed a net gain of 14,926 kg and 
15.8 m3 f o r  t h i s  Preferred Option. The primary reason f o r  a 
net gain o f  mixed waste associated with t h i s  Preferred 
Option i s  the  resu l t  o f  waste streams being transferred, as 
described i n  Section 2.4.1 o f  the Background Volume. from 
one preferred option t o  another due t o  new knowledge on the 
waste stream. See Appendix C. Supplement for  de ta i l  on the 
revised estimated t o t a l  o f  mixed waste t o  be treated by t h i s  
Preferred Opti on. 

. 
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Figure 3.1.4 

Liquid Mixed Waste Project Schedule 
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I TABLE #4 3.1.4 MIXED WASTE STREAMS FOR WHICH TECHNOLOGY EXISTS 
PREFERRED OPTION : 

WASTEWATER TREATMENT 

358 FM-W286 DO02 
DO19 

Caustic so lut ion (NaOH) ' 

from Plant 8 r a f f i n a t e  
processing 

Groundwater from Wel l  #2649 

292 0 

1178 FM-W096 1 . 2  1.537 1 . 3  1 752 DO07 
F002 

DO02 

1' * .  

397 0 .6  0 0 1462 FM-N360 Contaminated water from 
Chemical P i t  #2 surface cap 

N i t r i c  Acid 1692 FM- W 113 31 0 . 2  DO02 
DO07 

DO07 
DO08 
DO10 

0 0 

0 0 1938 FM-W319 170 0 .2  Non-chloride. contaminated 
water or  sump l i quo r  from 
Plant 1 Drum Painting 
Booth. 

Hydrogen peroxide sol u t i  on 

TCLP extracts lab 
generated waste 

Radioactive Acidic Lab 
Waste ' 

908 0.8 4.763 4 . 1  

155 0 .2  811 0 .7  

10,544 9 .4  0 0 

FM-W325 

FM-W329 

DO01 

DO02 

2210 

2257 

2362 FM-N393 DO02 
DO07 
DO08 
DO18 
DO35 
DO39 
DO40 

Fool  
F002 
F005 

2402 FM-N394 R i  nseate water 161 0 . 4  I 0 0 
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TABLE #4 3.1.4 MIXED WASTE STREAMS FOR WHICH TECHNOLOGY EXISTS 

PREFERRED OPTION : 
WASTEWATER TREATMENT 
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3.1.5 Waste Streams for which Technology Exists - Preferred 

Option: Ohio Mobile Stabilization System 

Table 5 represents the FEMP mixed waste streams for which 
the Preferred Option is identified as the Ohio Mobile 
S t a b i l i z a t i o n  System. 
Stabilization System as an option for the Ohio DOE s i tes  is  
discussed i n  Appendices A and B .  

Implementation of the Ohio Mobile 

Battelle Columbus Laboratory had identified one mixed waste 
stream t o  be treated a t  the FEMP. using the Ohio Mobile 
Stabilization System Preferred Option. 

Battelle will be changing their PSTP so t h a t  the FEMP will  
not be identified as the preferred option for waste 
treatment. Battelle i s  p lanning  t o  name the FEMP as a n  
alternate treatment option for this waste stream. 

This  system w i l l  be implemented a t  the FEMP through the 
Stabi  1 ization Project. Treatment of these waste streams 
will occur on-site using a vendor provided service. The LDR 
treatment standard for these waste streams i s  deactivation 
and/or is  concentration based. The Ohio Mobile 
Stabilization System can treat characteristic and listed 
wastes requiring physical s t a b i l i t y .  

One example of a stabilization technology is low strength 
cement s t ab i l i za t ion .  Th i s  process uses a fine non- 
crystalline si l ica i n  f l y  ash and the calcium i n  lime t o  
produce low strength cement. Physical trapping of the 
contaminant i n  the cured pozzolan-concrete matrix i s  the 
primary contai nment mechani sm. Water is removed by 
hydrating the 1 ime-pozzol an cement. Appendix C ,  Treatment 
Trains , discusses other s t ab i  1 izati on techniques t h a t  may be 
utilized a t  the FEMP. 

As a result o f  s t ab i l i z ing  mixed waste, the original waste 
volume is anticipated t o  double. This estimate is  the h i g h  
end of the anticipated waste volume increase range. 
Technology evaluation and treatability testing are expected 
t o  demonstrate higher processing efficiency. 

The FEMP has i n i t i a t e d  this project under the regulatory 
authority o f  CERCLA Removal Action #9. Project schedules 
will  be subject t o  the EFCAct Order. 

The level o f  confidence i n  characterization for treatment of 
these waste streams is medium. Characterization for these 
waste streams. was completed t o  address storage requi rements . 
A Treatability Study Work P lan  has  been prepared w i t h  the 
study beginning i n  early 1995. 

50 
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e A budget has  been prepared for this project. Funding has  
been provided for fiscal year 1995. The budget includes a l l  
1 i fe-cycl e costs for treatment associated w i t h  this project. 
Cost for low level waste disposal is excluded. Cost 
estimates for completing this option are available i n  
Appendix A ,  Section 2.5. An engineering schedule for the 
S tab i l i za t ion  Project is provided as Figure 3.1.5. 

- .  

PROJECT UPDATE 

Battelle will be changing their PSTP so. t h a t  the FEMP wil l  
not be identified as the preferred option for waste 
treatment. Battelle is  p lanning  t o  name the FEMP as a n  
a1 ternate treatment option for this waste stream. 

Treatment of waste from Battelle Columbus Laboratory 'or any 
other DOE s i t e  a t  the FEMP will be scheduled by FEMP 
personnel consistent w i t h  project schedules and t o  assure 
there is no conflict w i t h  the treatment of FEMP waste 
streams. The FEMP will p lan  for short term storage of waste 
being sent for treatment. Treatment residuals would be 
returned t o  the sending s i t e  or a prearranged off-site 
di sposal faci 1 i t y  . The FEMP wi  11 ensure waste acceptance 
cri teria developed for receipt of off-site waste i n  the FEMP 
RCRA Part B Permit Application are consistent w i t h  the 
treatment p lans  developed i n  the PSTP. 

The mixed waste inventory provided i n  Rev 1 of the FEMP PSTP 
was current t o  October 1, 1994. The FEMP mixed waste 
inventory has been updated t o  July 1. 1995. Appendix C ,  
Supplement has been added t o  detail the adjustments i n  
inventory as they apply t o  PSTP Preferred Options. The 
revised inventory revealed a net loss of 139,970.3 kg and 
153.7 m3 for this Preferred Option. The primary reason for 
a new loss of mixed waste associated w i t h  this Preferred 
Opti-on is the result of waste streams being transferred, as 
described i n  Section 2.4.1 of the Background Volume, from 
one preferred option t o  another due t o  new knowledge on the 
waste stream. See Appendix C ,  Supplement for detail on the 
revised estimated to ta l  of mixed waste t o  be treated by this 
Preferred Option.  

, 

. 9 .  * 
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Activity 
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Stabilization Project Schedule 
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TABLE #5 

O i l  dry contaminated w i th  
o i l  from baler  

So i l  Boring #1508 from F i r e  
Training grounds 

3.1.5 MIXED WASTE STREAMS FOR WHICH TECHNOLOGY EXISTS 
PREFERRED OPTION : 

OHIO MOBILE STABILIZATION SYSTEM 

460 0.6 0 0 

2,754 1 . 8  0 0 

I I 

Magnesium f l ake  and o i l y  
rags 

517 FM-W056 DO07 
DO08 

~~ 

75 0.2 0 0 

FM-W059 

FM-W083 DO03 

'Brown pa r t i cu la te  s o l i d  
( d i r t  & rubble) 

FM - N392 

DO10 
. D o l l  

100 

817 I FM-W090 I DO08 

0.4 

I I 

~~ 

0 

Paint chips f rom sand 
f i l t e r s  a t  Water Plant 

1714 I FM-W310 I DO10 

531 1.8 1,525 1.6 

Non-oily cleanout sludges 
from Plant 8 

841 0.6 0 0 1380 FM-N415 DO07 
DO08 

Volat i , le s o l i d  waste from 
TCT-St. Louis 

75 0.2 3.973 8.6 

10013 FM-W135 DO05 
DO07 

Sump cake, copper 
contaminated 

G r i t  81 ast 

Scrap sa l t s ,  low f l uo r ide  
and f l o o r  sweepings from 
Plant 6 Nu-Sal Furnace Area 

10022 FM-W141 

20015 

6,548 4.8 0 0 

284,614 173.0 0 0 

2.725 4.6 0 0 
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TABLE #5 

DO07 
DO08 

DO04 
DO11 

DO08 - 

DO07 

I 

High f l uo r ide  scrap s a l t s  1,014 1 .8  
and f l o o r  sweepings 

Dust co l l ec to r  residues - 245 0.6 
high f l uo r ide  from 
Analyt ical  Lab 

Process residues and waste 70 0.2 
s l u r r i e s  

Dust co l l ec to r  residues, 559 0.8 
hiah f l uo r ide  from P i l o t  

20024 FM- W159 

20027 FM - W160 

DO04 
DO08 

DO06 
DO08 

DO07 

DO04 
DO05 

DO06 
DO08 

20033 FM-W163 

20035 FM - W 164 

Scrap s a l t s  and f l o o r  230 0.4 0 0 
sweepings - low f l uo r ide  
from Plant 6 Rol l ing Area 

Dust co l l ec to r  residues - 3 0.2 0 0 
high f l uo r ide  

Dust co l l ec to r  bags 17.0 0.2 0 0 

Contaminated soi  1 , rocks, 2.867 1 .8  0 0 
sand from Plant 213 North 
Side Digester Area 

Dust co l l ec to r  residues - 551 1 .0  0 0 
high f l uo r ide  from P l a n t  6 
inspect ion Area 

20047 FM-W170 

20058 I FM-W174 

20120 FM-N349 --+ 30027 FM-W190 

30036 FM- W193 

3.1.5 MIXED WASTE STREAMS FOR WHICH TECHNOLOGY EXISTS 
PREFERRED OPTION: 

OHIO MOBILE STABILIZATION SYSTEM 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 
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TABLE #5 3.1.5 MIXED WASTE STREAMS FOR WHICH TECHNOLOGY EXISTS 
PREFERRED OPTION : 

OHIO MOBILE STABILIZATION SYSTEM 

30060 

40137 

40152 

40192 

50063 

50089 

50090 

50102 

50148 

50165 

~ 

50169 

FM-W202 DO05 Wet sump or  f i l t e r  cake 246 0 4  0 0 
non-oi l y .  non-ha1 ide. from 
P i l o t  Plant 

plus CaF2 
FM-W209 DO01 Unfired reduction charges 1 0 2  0 0 

FM-W210 DO05 Scrap Tho,, h igh f l uo r ide  58 0 4  0 0 

FM-W345 DO08 Tho, Powder Refinery Feed 30 0.2 0 0 

FM-W224 DO04 Roasted MgF2 and other 2,349 1.4 0 0 
DO08 mater ia l  from Plant 8 

Rotary K i l n  

FM-N361 DO01 Contaminated magnesium 4 38 1 2 657 0 7  
DO03 

DO03 

DO08 cakes. s l u r r i  es , 

FM-N419 DO01 Contaminated magnesi um 964 2 2  0 0 

FM-W238 DO06 Process residues, t r a i  l e r  54 0 4  0 0 

ra f f i na tes ,  e t c .  from Plant 
6 Rol l ing Area 

from cruc ib le  burnout i n  
Plant 5 Casting Area 

cake from P 7 ant 8 Rotary 
K i l n  

f o r  roast ing from Plant 9 
Cast i ng 

FM-W242 DO04 Scrap U308. high f l uo r ide .  109,938 109 2 0 0 

Roasted sum and f i l t e r  14,944 11.4 0 0 

FM-W246 DO07 Non-oily clean-out sludge 202 0 2  0 0 

FM-W245 DO07 
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TABLE #5 

Sa l t  sludge, chlor ide from . 
Plant 6 Sa l t -O i l  Furnace 

3.1.5 MIXED WASTE STREAMS FOR WHICH TECHNOLOGY EXISTS 
PREFERRED OPTION : 

OHIO MOBILE STABILIZATION SYSTEM 

4,799 3 . 2  0 0 50173 I FM-W248 . I DO07 

S a l t  sludge, ch lor ide from 
Plant 6 Nu Sal Furnace 

Furnace s a l t  , non-chl o r i  de 
from Plant 6 Machining 

50174 FM - W249 

50180 FM-W252 
DO08 
DO10 

9,099 10 .2  0 0 

10,942 

50293 I FM-W259 I DO04 U308 f o r  re-oxidat ion from 
UNC Inc.  

Asbestos abatement debr is 

Steel shot from Plant 1 
Drum Reconditioning 
Wheelabrator Shot Blast  
Uni t  

spray powders 

Contaminated sump water 

Metal oxide powders, plasma 

3.560 4 .8  0 0 

30 0 . 2  0 0 

.4,088 3.2 0 0 

62 0.2 0 0 

6,019 6 .6  15.280 13.4 

I FM-W344 

~~~ ~ 

60107 FM-N416 DO08 

60450 

1229 

FM - N414 DO07 

FM- W l O l  DO01 
DO08 
DO18 
DO19 
DO39 
DO40 
F002 
F003 

1306 

0 

7.6 I 0 

FM-N418 0001 
DO08 

S p i l l  Cleanup from K-65 
area 

195 0 
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TABLE #5 

from Plant 8 

Wet sump o r  f i l t e r  cake. 
o i  1 -contaminated produced 
dur ing co-extrusion 
operations a t  UNC Corp. 

Solvent sludge - t r i c h l o r .  
perchlor from Analyt ical  

3.1.5 MIXED WASTE STREAMS FOR WHICH TECHNOLOGY EXISTS 
PREFERRED OPTION : 

OHIO MOBILE STABILIZATION SYSTEM 

27 1 0 4  0 0 

36 

20145 FM - W182 DO02 
DO07 

I I 

I I 

40185 

50058 

50071 

FM-W199 DO07 I D o l l  
30047 

FM- W212 D O O l  
DO07 
0008 

FM-W077 DO07 

FM-N364 DOOl 
DO07 

Dust Col lector Bags 

Sol vent sludges f rom water 
treatment p l  ant 

Furnace s a l t ,  non-chloride. 
from Plant 9 Rockwell. 
Furnace Breakout Stat ion 

12 0 . 2  0 0 

194 0 . 2  0 0 

834 0 .8  0 0 

O i l y  Sludges from the WWTS 
Area 

556 

50177 

0.4 0 

FM-W251 oooi 
DO04 
DO08 

0 

S D i l l  clean-ups o f  o i l  and I 2.632 8 . 9  

0 .2  I 0 0 

l a b  I I 
0 I 838 

Impure thorium n i t r a t e  
(solid) 
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50197 

50202 

TABLE #5 

FM-W340 DO07 Sludges f o r  blending from 207 0.4 0 0 
Plant 9 N-R Furnace 

0 0.2 0 FM-W257 DO01 O i l y  sludge f o r  oxidat ion 88 
DO10 with h igh f ree metal from 

Plant 9 Castina 

3.1.5 MIXED WASTE STREAMS FOR WHICH TECHNOLOGY EXISTS 
PREFERRED OPTION : 

OHIO MOBILE STABILIZATION SYSTEM 

50204 FM-W258 DO01 O i l y  sludge f o r  oxidat ion 153 
DO10 w i th  high f ree m e t a l  from 

LeBl ond Rapid Borer i n  
Plant. 9 Machinino Area I 

o . 2  I O 0 

(liquid and solid) o f  

1 391.4 20,390.5 22.1 ESTIMATED TOTALS: 488,155 
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3.1.6 Waste Streams for which Technology Exists - Preferred 
Option: Ohio Mobile Chemical Treatment System 60 7 2  1 2 
Table 6 represents the FEMP mixed waste streams for which 
the Preferred Option is identified as the Ohio Mobile 
Chemical Treatment System. 
Mobile Chemical Treatment System as an opt ion for the Ohio 
DOE sites is  discussed i n  Appendices A and B. 

Imp1 ementati on of the Ohio 

' This system will be implemented a t  the FEMP through the 
Chemical Treatment Project. Treatment of these waste 
streams wi  11 occur on-si t e  using vendor provided mobi le 
services. The LDR treatment standards for these waste 
streams include technol ogy and concentrati on based 
standards. 

The FEMP proposes t o  initiate this project under the 
regulatory authority of CERCLA Removal Action #9. 
schedules will be subject t o  the FFCAct Order. 

Project 

The Ohio  Mobile Chemical Treatment System requires the 
utilization o f  a series o f  mobile components and 
technologies t o  treat the wastes. The mobile equipment may 
consist of the bulk waste handlers, dissolver trays and 
tanks, shredders, separation tables, mixers, pumps, holding 
tanks for wash water and cleaning hoses, l i q u i d  f i l ter  
systems, a i  r f i  1 ter  systems, compactors, scales, and 
decontamination faci 1 i t i  es contai n i  ng steam and h i g h  
pressure water cleaning systems. The mobi le technol ogi es 
will include treatment water recycle systems so the wash 
waters can be reused minimizing the quan t i ty  of wastewaters 
generated a t  the FEMP during this operation. The mobile 
technologies also will include, t o  the extent practicable, 
treatment systems for the reuse of chemicals and acids t h a t  
are u t i  1 i zed i n  the treatment technol ogi es . The fol 1 owing 
are the primary treatment technologies being proposed for 
use on the FEMP si te:  

.Deactivation - used t o  treat reactive characteristics 
of waste, thereby creating a non-hazardous waste 

Pressurized Container Puncture Unit - used t o  puncture 
aerosol cans and gas containers t o  facilitate removal 
of 1 i qu id  contents 

Chemical Oxidation/Wet Air Oxidation - used t o  .destroy 
organics i n  solid waste streams 

Neutralization/Precipitation - used t o  treat acidic, 
caustic and metals laden waste 

Macroencapsulation - utilized as a means o f  
immobilization, primarily of metals waste 

Amalgamation - used t o  treat mercury contaminated 
waste 

PSTP - Background Volume 
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Detailed explanations of the treatment technologies as well 
as. other techno1 ogi es being considered w i t h  this opt ion  are 
avai  1 ab1 e i n Appendix C ,  Treatment Trai ns . 

The level of confidence i n  characterization for treatment of 
these waste streams i s  medi urn. Characterization for these 
waste streams was completed t o  address storage requi rements . 

The budget including 1 i fe-cycle costs for treatment and 
mixed waste disposal has been prepared for this project, but  
excludes costs for low level radioactive waste disposal.  
Th i s  budget includes funding for fiscal year 1995. Cost 
estimates are provided i n  Appendix A.  Section 2.6. An 
engi neeri ng schedule for the Chemi cal Treatment Project i s 
provi ded as Fi gure 3.1.6B. Thi s project schedul e cont i nues 
through 2001 and captures FEMP waste volumes estimated t o  be 
generated over the next five years. The schedule does not 
reflect treatment of secondary waste. 

PROJECT UPDATE 

The mixed waste inventory provided i n  Rev 1 of the FEMP PSTP 
was current t o  October 1, 1994. The FEMP mixed waste 
inventory has been updated t o  July 1, 1995. Appendix C .  
Supplement has been added t o  detail the adjustments i n  
inventory as they apply t o  PSTP Preferred Options. The 
revised inventory revealed a net gain o f  203,758.8 kg and 
155.6 m' for this Preferred Option. The primary reason for 
a net g a i n  of mixed waste associated w i t h  this Preferred 
Option is due t o  newly characterized mixed waste streams 
which can be treated by this preferred option. See Appendix 
C .  Supplement for the detail on the revised estimated t o t a l  
of mixed waste t o  be treated by this Preferred Option. 

The FEMP h a s  MLLW streams contaminated w i t h  PCBs identified 
for treatment i n  the Ohio Mobile Chemical Treatment System. 
The FEMP i s  currently investigating the potential for 
inclusion of these waste streams i n  a t r e a t a b i l i t y  study 
ut i  1 izing the Plasma Hearth process a t  Argonne National 
Laboratory - West Idaho National Engineering Laboratory 
( I N E L ) .  The treatability study will provide a proof of 
process for destruction of PCBs and other organics. A 
technical task plan  has been developed. 
add i t iona l  information scheduled for December 1995. The 
information on t h i  s process i s prel imi nary .  An eval u a t i  on 
of options for treatment of the MLLW contaminated w i t h  PCBs 
will be provided i f  the Plasma Hearth is determined t o  be a 
v iab le  opt ion .  

Submittal o f  
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Q 3.1.6 Secondary Waste from the Chemical Treatment Project 

As a result of chemical treatment of mixed waste, the waste 
volume is anticipated t o  double. This estimate represents 
the h i g h  end of the anticipated waste volume increase range. 
Technology evaluation and treatability testing are expected 
t o  demonstrate higher processing efficiency. The treated 
waste form is anticipated t o  have a volume one and a h a l f  
times greater t h a n  the untreated waste form. The remaining 
50% volume increase will result from generation o f  secondary 
mj xed wastes. These secondary mi xed wastes w i  11 be treated 
by treatment options identified i n  the PSTP. Figure 3.1.6A 
provides a graphic depiction of the anticipated waste vol ume 
increases and the calculation factors for estimating the ' 
quan t i ty  of secondary waste generati on. 

Note t h a t  other secondary low level waste, such as personal 
protective equipment, generated from acti v i  t i es  associated 
w i t h  bul k ing ,  packaging , sh ipping  , and treatment of mi xed 
waste on-site is assumed t o  be equal t o  five percent of the 
to t a l  waste volume t o  be processed. 

The secondary waste streams t o  be generated are l iqu id  
waste. debris, and fines. Liquid waste is currently 
designated t o  be managed through the FEMP WWTS or the TSCA 
Incinerator . Debris w i  11 be shipped d i  rectly for d i  sposal 
a t  Envirocare. Fines will be sent t o  Portsmouth for 
s tabi l izat ion as part o f  the Ohio Mobile Stabilization 
System. Secondary waste streams. and volumes generated are 
listed i n  Table 6. 

PsrP - Background Volume 00014z' 61 # m-001 Rev 1 

a 



r 

Figure 3.1.6A Secondary Waste Generation Rates 
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Figure 3.1.6B 
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TABLE #6' 3.1.6 MIXED WASTE STREAMS FOR WHICH TECHNOLOGY EXISTS 
PREFERRED OPTION : 

OHIO MOBILE CHEMICAL TREATMENT SYSTEM 

Urani urn Hexaf 1 uoride 0.2 

89 

180 

376 

383 

386 

307 

FM-W284 F002 

FM-WOO2 F002 

FM-WOO4 F002 

FM-WOO8 DO1 1 

FM-W288 DO19 
DO39 
Foo l  
FOO2 

FM-WO10 DO10 
DO18 
FOO2 

. 

11 <0.2 

I 

So i l  Boring #1412 234 0.2 
Rags, .sol vent 25 0.2 
Sol vent contaminated 'rags 103 0.4 

l i q u i d  

. .  

X-ray f i x e r  & developer, c lear  123 0.2 

Floor sump clean-out sludge 633 0 .4  

O i l  soaked rags I 268 1 . 2  

64 

01 0 

0 n 

262 ' 0.3 

262 0.3 

0 0 

0 0 

14 <0.1 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

PSTP - Background Volume 
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TABLE #6 3.1.6 MIXED WASTE STREAMS FOR WHICH TECHNOLOGY EXISTS 
PREFERRED OPTION : 

OHIO MOBILE CHEMICAL TREATMENT SYSTEM 

Oi ly  sludges from water treatment 
process 

FM-W013 DO05 
DO08 
Foo l  
F002 

F002 
F003 
F005 

DO08 
DO09 
Foo l  

390 469 0 . 8  0 0 

396 FM-W015 Paint thinner rags 74 0 . 4  12 <o.  1 

398 FM-W017 19 0 .2  0 .. ' 0  Non- recoverabl e t rash 
contaminated absorbent pads 

399 FM-W018 49 ~ 0 .2  178 0 . 2  DO08 
DO39 
Fool  

DO08 
DO18 
FOO2 

Fool . 
F002 

DO08 
DO18 
F002 

DO04 
DO05 
DO06 
DO07 
DO08 
DO22 
F002 
F003 

Solvent contaminated rags, pads, 
and p l a s t i c  from b o i l e r  p lan t  o i l  
storage area 

O i l y  rags 404 FM - W021 59 0 .4  0 0 

410 FM-W024 Oily rags 129 0 . 4  0 0 

415 FM-W028 Oily rags and absorbents, WD-40 
and various o i l s  

0 35 0.2 

434 FM - W040 Laboratory contaminated waste 614 2 .4  13,122 10 .9  

W 

a 
r\a 
w 

PSTP - Background Volume 
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TABLE #6 

460 

3.1.6 MIXED WASTE STREAMS FOR WHICH TECHNOLOGY EXISTS 
PREFERRED OPTION: 

OHIO MOBILE CHEMICAL TREATMENT SYSTEM 

FM-W047 DO04 
DO05 
DO06 
DO07 
DO08 
DO10 
DO18 
F002 

456 I FM-W044 I DO07 
DO39 

11 0.2 

1.2 572 

192 0 .2  

1 .4  1,028 

1,983 2 .0  

6 0.2 

0040 
Fool 
F002 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

514 FM-W055 DO01 
DO07 
0008 
F002 
F003 
F005 

526 

I FM-W068 I 584 

FM-N368 FOOl 
F002 

588 

FM-W072 ; 
FM-W070 F002 

Solvent wastes 

PCB Mater ia ls ,  b a l l a s t .  PCB- 
contaminated rags 

Bad p a i n t  from paint booth 

Contaminated s o i l  from P i t  #5 
HWMU area 

Kerosene 
(Diesel Fuel ) /  
sludge 

Merco and o i l y  Merco d r y  from the  
baler 

- 

5-ga l .  can w/ s p i l l  c lean-out 
ma t e r i  a 1 

Spi 11 clean-up mater ia l  

66 

65 0 .2  I 0 0 

PSTP - Background Volume 
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TABLE #6 

661 

720 
743 
776 

819 
870 
1425 

1427 

3.1.6 MIXED WASTE STREAMS FOR WHICH TECHNOLOGY EXISTS 
PREFERRED OPTION : 

OHIO MOBILE CHEMICAL TREATMENT SYSTEM 

0 

0 

0 .2  0 

0 2  0 

F M- WOBO Fool So i l  Boring #1594 from northwest 216 

FM-W085 Fool So i l  Boring #1261 250 
corner o f  Bldg 12 

FM-W086 Fool Container o f  pump oi l  and rags 18 0 2  0 0 
FM-W088 Fool So i l  Boring #1674. located i ns ide  154 0 2  0 0 

P i l o t  Plant 

0 FM-W091 Fool So1 1 Boring #1251 414 
FM-W093 DOOl Varnish - unused 89 0 2  0 0 

0 FM - W299 DO05 Contaminated rags, paper, 134 

0 4  0 

0 6  0 
F 001 polyethylene from RMI 

FM- W106 F002 Non-recoverable t rash - mop heads 41 0.2 0 0 
and pads contaminated w i th  TCA 

1428 0 0.2 0 FM-W300 Fool S p i l l  clean-up mater ia l  from 86 
F 002 Bui ld ing 79 RCRA storage pad 

1504 

1537 

1617 0 

FM-W335 DOOl Flammable paint  and paint - re la ted 711 0.6 2.598 2.0 

FM- Wlll F 001 F i l t e r  mater ia l  - sand, gravel ,  186,313 0 0 

products 

F002 f l y  ash, anti-Cs. misc. t rash, 23.0 
plywood, concrete forms from ETF 
removal 

FM-W305 Fool Contaminated protect ive c lo th ing  69 1.2 0 0 
F002 

d 
N 
P 

PSTP - Background Volume b3 
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TABLE #6 3.1.6 MIXED WASTE STREAMS FOR WHICH TECHNOLOGY EXISTS 
PREFERRED OPTION: 

OHIO MOBILE CHEMICAL TREATMENT SYSTEM 

Lab waste, TCLP extract 

300 M A and B 

68 
PSTP - Background Volume 
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TABLE #6 

2401 

2500 

10003 

10007 

10009 

10010 

10012 

10016 

10021 

3.1.6 MIXED WASTE STREAMS FOR WHICH TECHNOLOGY EXISTS 
PREFERRED OPTION : 

OHIO MOBILE CHEMICAL TREATMENT SYSTEM 

I 

FM-N373 

F005 

FM-N374 

F003 

FM- W126 

FM-Wl30 

FM-W132 DO29 
DO39 
DO40 
F o o l  

FM - W 134 1 g! 

Contact Waste from PACD Sampling 

Metal Tank Abandoned P i l o t  Plant 
Sump 

O i l y  oxidat ion sludges with high 
f ree metal 

Oily sludges 

Sludges - solvent ( t r i c h l o r .  
perchlor) 

Sludges, o i l y  

Contaminated burnables 

Oily sludge f o r  oxidat ion 

S1 udges , o i  l y  

69 

130 1 .0  

294 0.4 

2,590 2 .8  

430 0 .6  

133 0 .4  

77,665 105.8 

777 1.8 

1,352 1 . 2  

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 31 1 0.4 

PSTP - Background Volume 
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TABLE #6 

10023 

3.1.6 MIXED WASTE STREAMS FOR WHICH TECHNOLOGY EXISTS 
PREFERRED OPTION : 

OHIO MOBILE CHEMICAL TREATMENT SYSTEM 

FM-W142 DO08 
F o o l  

I I 

6,990 7.8 

1,476 2.0 

594 0.6 

16,397 25.4 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

10024 

10028 

10031 

20006 

I FM-W143 I DO18 
F o o l  

FM-W147 DO08 
Fool 

FM - W 150 DO29 
DO30 
Foo l  

FM-W155 F002 

10026 I FM-W145 I F::: 

20036 FM-W165 Fool 
I I 

20045 FM-W168 

20048 I FM-W171 I F005 
I I 

20094 

I I Fooi 
I FM-W175 DO08 I DO11 

20114 I FM-W178 I F o o l  

Non-recoverabl e t rash I 3.043 3 .8  I 0 0 

Contaminated, burnabl es 

1.1.1-trichloroethane s t i l l  
bottoms from National E l e c t r i c  
Coi 1 

SI udges , o i  1 y 

Floor sump clean-out sludge 

O i l  contaminated wet sump cake 
produced from coextcusion 
operations a t  UNC Corp. 

Scrap salts and f l o o r  sweepings 

Contaminated TBP and/or kerosene 
mixtures and sludges from l a b  

99 0.4 I 0 0 

Discard process residues from Lab I 9 0.2 Io 0 
I I 

Contaminated burnables, rags, 
f i l t e r  c lo th ,  paper, cartr idges, 
rubber, wood, e t c .  

Contaminated burnablcs: rags, 
paper, poly-ethylene 

9 

70 
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TABLE #6 3.1.6 MIXED WASTE STREAMS FOR WHICH TECHNOLOGY EXISTS 
PREFERRED OPTION : 

OHIO MOBILE CHEMICAL TREATMENT SYSTEM 

CURRENT QTY 

Contaminated TBP and kerosene 
mixtures from Analytical Lab 

15 0 .2  FM-W181 D O O l  
DO19 
DO22 
DO39 
FOO2 
F003 

D O O l  
DO19 
DO39 
DO40 
Fool  
F003 
F005 

20142 0 0 

30005 FM - W185 Oily sludges from oil decantation 
system 

0 0 15 .8  15.541 

30010 FM-W187 DO39 
DO40 
F002 

Oil contaminated wet sump or 
filter cake from service building 
sumo 

10.611 10.6 0 0 

30018 FM-W188 3,231 4 . 2  0 Wet sump or filter cake - non- 
oily 
Discard process residues, trailer 
cakes,' waste slurry from Pilot 
P1 ant catch basin 
Wet sump or filter cake - non- 
oily, non-halide from Pilot Plant 
sumo 

DO39 
F002 

30037 FM-W194 454 0.8 DO39 
F002 

0 0 

30042 FM-W196 DO39 
F002 

0 0 592 0.8 

FM-W198 1,864 2.0 Non-oi ly clean-out sludges for 
roasting from garage sumps 

DO19 
Foo l  

30046 0 0 

PSTP - Background Volume 
# STP-001 Rev 1 
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TABLE #6 3.1.6 MIXED WASTE STREAMS FOR WHICH TECHNOLOGY EXISTS 
PREFERRED OPTION: 

OHIO MOBILE CHEMICAL TREATMENT SYSTEM 

30074 

30075 

50002 

I I I 

FM - W204 F002 Contami nated non-burnabl es : 
f i  1 t e r  cartr idges, gravel ,  rocks, 
soi 1 

Metal 1 i c  f i  1 t e r  elements and ' 

cartr idges 

FM - W214 DO01 Non-recoverable t rash from lab 

FM - W205 F002 Contaminated non-burnables: 

F003 
F005 

Discard process residues - 
gloves , pa int  , m i  sc . debri s 

50010 

50014 

50025 

30053 

FM - W216 F002 Non-recoverable t rash from Plant 

FM- W217 DO19 Non-re'coverabl e t rash 

FM-W219 F o o l  Contami nated graphite 

F005 

F002 

F002 

1 - contains l i q u i d s  and o i l  

FM-W201 

DO18 
DO40 
F002 
F005 

50036 FM-W221 DO07 Contaminated burnables from Plant 
F002 8 Box Furnace 

50070 Non-oily sludge f o r  roast ing from I Plant 8 Box Furnace 
I FMiW226 I DO08 

FOO1. 

78 0.2 

1,135 0.8 

~ 

14 0 .2 

35 0.4 

204 0.2 

455 1.0 

413 0.4 

531 1.8 

332 0.4 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 
- 

0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

72 
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3.1.6 MIXED WASTE STREAMS FOR WHICH TECHNOLOGY EXISTS 
PREFERRED OPTION: 

OHIO MOBILE CHEMICAL TREATMENT SYSTEM 

TABLE #6 

MEF# 

DOOl 
F002 
F003 
F005 

0.2 50085 FM-W229 0 0 Wet sump o r  f i l t e r  cake. non- 
o i  lylnon-ha1 ide  from Plant 1 

56 

50113 FM-N369 0 Fool Roasted calcium prec ip i ta ted f rom 1,487 3.8 

F o o l  Scrap U308 - Low F from Oxidation 6.151 7 6  

sump or  f i l t e r  cakes 

Furnace i n  Plant 8 

Oxidation Furnace 

i n  Oxidation Furnace #1 and 
screened a t  Plant 8 Rotex 

and f i l t e r  cake 

F002 Scrap U308 - low F from Plant 8 56 1.0 

F002 Scrap U308. high f l uo r ide  burned 13,646 8.4 

F o o l  Roasted calc ium-precipi tated sump 21.067 32.6 

DO04 S a l t  sludge from Plant 4 602 0.8 
DO19 
DO39 
F002 

F002 Sal t  sludge, chlor ide from Plant 500 1 .0  

F o o l  Scrap sa l t s .  low F f rom Plant 6 216 0.4 

D O O l  Oily sludge f o r  oxidat ion 90 0.2 
Fool 

F002 Sludges. o i l y ,  f o r  oxi,dation. 1.601 2 .2  

9 Casting Area 

Degreasing and Pick l ing Area 

high f ree metal from Plant 6 
Machining 

50129 FM-W240 0 0 

50131 FM-W241 0 0 

FM - W243 0 0 

0 0 50154 FM-W244 

FM-W247 50170 0 0 

50175 FM-W250 0 0 

50183 FM-W253 0 0 

50200 FM-N370 0 0 

50339 FM-W262 0 0 

73 
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TABLE #6 

DO39 
F002 

Fool 
F002 

1 

Solvent semi-sol id from the 
Service Bui ld ing and 
Admini s t r a t i  on Bui l d i  ng 1 aundry 

U308 from Plant 8 Oxidation Box 
Furnace 

50359 I FM-W269 

644 

873 - 
1421 

1430 

50364 

0 0 .2  0 107 FM-W077 D008B Trash, Pads, Rags and Water . 
D O l O  

FM-W094 DO11 Spent f i xer 612 1.2 0 0 

0.2 0 0 FM-W298 DO08 Non-recoverable t rash: Oily rags, 64 
pads, gloves and p l a s t i c  with 
grease 

sweepings 
1 .6  0 0 FM-N371 D O l O  P las t i c  sheeting, gloves, f l o o r  1.377 

FM-,W341 

60100 FM-N397 

60119 FM-W279 

60123 FM-W280 --t 60149 FM-W281 

60152 I FM-W282 

3.1.6 MIXED WASTE STREAMS FOR WHICH TECHNOLOGY EXISTS 
PREFERRED OPTION : 

OHIO MOBILE CHEMICAL TREATMENT SYSTEM 

I 

Non-recoverabl e t rash 

U308. +8Mesh. low F from Plant 8 
Box Furnace 

~~ ~ 

DO39 Contaminated burnabl es 
u210 

DO01 O i l y  Sludges. high f ree metal 
Fool from Garaqe 

225 0.8 

640 0.4 

56 
~~ 

0 . 2  

2.954 3 .2  

40 0.2 

40,712 50.2 

75,533 69.4 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 

74 
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1773 

1906 

3.1.6 MIXED WASTE STREAMS FOR WHICH TECHNOLOGY EXISTS 
PREFERRED OPTION : 

OHIO MOBILE CHEMICAL TREATMENT SYSTEM 

DO08 
DO19 
DO28 
DO39 
Fool 
F002 

FM-W315 DO11 , 

FM-W318 U134 

FM-W115 

Concentrate f i x e r  

HF Tank car clean-out mater ia l  

Nessler Reagent, COD d igest ion 
so lut ion,  Rochelle Sa l t  

Barium carbonate from Plant 213 
Processing 

CTC corrosive waste 

0 98 

3,877 0 .8  0 0 

4 ~ 0 . 2  38 co.1 

0.4 0 

1.870 3.0 0 0 

1 .o 198 0.2 1 , 0 4 0  

FM-N366 

I 

Non recoverable t rash 157 1 .0  

Scrap s a l t s ,  Low f l uo r ide  from 6,217 4 .8  
RMI .  I nc .  

Contaminated s o i l ,  rocks b r i cks ,  5,471 4.4 
sand and ceramics from R M I  

Non-metal 1 i c m i  scel 1 aneous 35 0 . 4  
samples from lab  

Samples, non-metall ic from RMI  84 0.2 

2021 I FM-W322 I DO05 

0 0 

0 . o  

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

FM-W332 
2425 j I 
10002 

2443 FM- N417 DO08 
I I 

FM- W125 DO05 
0008 

10025 

20046 

FM-W144 DO05 

FM-W169 DO07 

20139 FM- W180 DO05 

75 
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~~ , 244 0 .4  

1 0  0 

D O l l  Contaminated rocks, s o i l ,  br icks 
and ceramics from P i l o t  Plant 

0 l o  

~ ~- 

' 0  0 DO04 
DO08 f l uo r ide  from green s a l t  

, production i n  P i l o t  Plant 

DO08 Non- recoverabl e t rash 

DO05 

Dust co l l ec to r  residues - high 

Sal t  sludge, ch lor ide from Lab 

DO01 
DO07 . 
DO08 

Impure thorium n i t r a t e  (sol  i d )  

DO08 
DO10 

DO08 

Contaminated me ta l l i c  f i l t e r  
e l  emen t s  

Dust co l l ec to r  residues - high 
f l uo r ide  from Plant 8 

50351 

50367 

50387 

FM-W266 

FM-W271 

FM-W272 

TABLE #6 3.1.6 MIXED WASTE STREAMS FOR WHICH TECHNOLOGY EXISTS 
PREFERRED OPTION: 

OHIO MOBILE CHEMICAL TREATMENT SYSTEM 

I I 

30039 I FM-W195 449 0.6 0 0 

30080 FM-W206 228 0.2 0 0 DO02 
DO04 
DO07 

Contaminated soi 1,  rocks, debris 
(contains l i qu ids  only)  

DO08 
D O l l  

387 30081 FM-W207 0.2 Discard process residues, t r a i l e r  
cakes from Hot Raff inate Bui ld ing 

DO02 Thorium waste s lu r r i es  
DO05 

40122 FM-W208 183 0.2 

40181 FM- W211 DO02 
DO07 
DO08 

2.280 0.6 0 ' 0  Thorium n i t r a t e  so lut ion 

40186 FM - W123 2.000 0.6 0 
~ 

0 

50031 FM-W220 

50349 FM-W265 07 0.2 0 0 

267 0.2 

0 0 194 0.2 

324 0 4  0 0 

76 
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TABLE #6 

50405 

3.1.6 MIXED WASTE STREAMS FOR WHICH TECHNOLOGY EXISTS 
PREFERRED OPTION: 

OHIO MOBILE CHEMICAL TREATMENT SYSTEM 

FM-W273 DO06 Non-recoverable t rash from Plant 
DO07 6 - dark grey sol ids , 

I I I 

50406 Furnace s a l t ,  ch lor ide from Plant 
6 S a l t - O i l  Furnace 

I FM-W274 I DO04 
DO1 1 

2,036 2.2 

2,327 1.4 

13.2 16,267 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

50408 

I I DO08 
. ~ -  

I 

FM-W342 DO08 Furnace s a l t ,  non-chloride from 
DO10 P i  l o t  Plant Rockwell Furnace 

298 0.8 I 0 0 

60306 

60307 

2,945 

FM-N398 DO05 Hardened s a l t  bath sludge from 
. RMI  

FM-N367 DO05 Barium chlor ide s a l t s  

5.4 I 0 

53,659 48.4 

~ 

0 

9.407 9 . 1  

547 FM - W290 

854 FM-W293 

874 FM - N375 

1271 FM-W102 

1281 FM-W295 

1585 FM-W303 

1731 FM-W314 

1987 FM-W123 

0008 Misc. lead too ls ,  p ip ing, e t c .  679 1 . 2  2.317 5 . 1  

DO06 Nickel -cadmium bat ter ies 134 0 .2  481 0.7 

DO08 Lead br icks.  lead window 260 0.4 0 0 

DO08 Lead solder j o i n t s  128 0 .2  0 0 

0 DO08 Lead br icks 336 

DO02 Lead ac id bat tery  ( s p l i t )  3.566 4 2 15.768 13.3 
DO08 

sashings, babbi t t  hammer 

0 .6  0 

DO08 Lead 76 0.2 0 0 

DO08 Leadllead seals 13.202 2.8 18.244 15.4 

MACROENCAPSULATION SUBTOTALS 

77 

18.381 9 .8  36.810 34.5 
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TABLE #6 

4 23 

432 

635 

855 

1199 

1272 

221 1 

2418 

50185 

FM-W034 

FM-W038 

F M - W291 

FM-W294 

FM- W100 

FM-N377 

FM-W326 

FM-N399 

FM- W254 

3.1.6 MIXED WASTE STREAMS FOR WHICH TECHNOLOGY EXISTS 
PREFERRED OPTION : 

OHIO MOBILE CHEMICAL TREATMENT SYSTEM 

DO09 

0006 
DO08 
0009 

DO09 

DO09 

DO09 

DO07 
DO08 
0009 

DO09 

DO09 

DO09 

Used mercury (elemental) from Lab 20 0.2 0 0 

Mercury thermometer spi 11 clean- 119 1.0 307 0.2 
up materials from lab  

Mercury s p i l l  residue and spent 143 0.4 0 0 
mercury -contai n i  ng batteries 
Mercury bat ter ies 667 0.6 2 <o. 1 

Mercury contaminated f l o o r  t i l e  & 909 1.6 0 0 
pipe insu lat ion 

0 Mercury Contaminated Mater ia ls 32 
from sink traps i n  Lab. 

0.2 0 

Elemental mercury i n  equipment - 202 0.4 961 1 . 1  
switches , thermometers, e t c .  

Trash o l d  fluorescent l i g h t  bulbs 118 0.2 0 0 

0 Scrap s a l t ,  high F from MMES. 
Inc.  

0 .2 0 5 

AMALGAMATION SUBTOTALS 2,215 4.8 I 1.270 1 . 4  

MOBILE CHEMICAL TREATMENT ESTIMATED TOTALS: 590,582 494 77,152 72.2 

PSTP - Background Volume 
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TABLE #6 

Unassigned 

Unassigned 

3.1.6 MIXED WASTE STREAMS FOR WHICH TECHNOLOGY EXISTS 
PREFERRED OPTION: 

OHIO MOBILE CHEMICAL TREATMENT SYSTEM 

pro ject  

equal t o  or  
< 2.5 inches from 
chemical treatment 
pro ject  

2.5 inches from chemical 
treatment pro ject  

Mu l t i p le  Secondary waste f ines 584,817.7 482.5 

Mu l t i p le  Secondary waste debris > 292,408.9 241.3 

MIXED 
Unas s i gned 

Unassigned 

Unassigned ' 27085.4 24.6 

ECONDARY WASTE THAT WILL BE GENERATED FROM OHIO MOBILE CHEMICAL TREATMEF 
Secondary waste l i q u i d s  292.408.9 241.3 27085.4 24.6 
from chemical treatment I 

54.170.8 49.2 

79 
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3.1.7 Waste Streams for which Technology Exist - Preferred Option: 

* ?2P2 TSCA Incinerator 

Table 7 represents the FEMP mixed waste streams ( l i q u i d  portion 
only) for which the Preferred Option is  identified as TSCA 
Incinerator . The TSCA Incinerator Preferred Option w i  11 be 
implemented as part of the Liquid Mixed Waste Project. Treatment 
of these waste streams will occur a t  the DOE K-25 Site i n  Oak 
Ridge, Tennessee. The LDR treatment standards for these waste 
streams are concentration based and the technology based standards 
are incineration and/or deactivation. 

The FEMP proposes t o  initiate this project under the regulatory 
authority of CERCLA Removal Action ##9. 
subject t o  the FFCAct Order. 

The TSCA, Incinerator i s  a rotary k i l n  incinerator w i t h  a secondary 
combusti on chamber designed t o  treat hazardous organic components 
of 1 i qui d mi xed 1 ow 1 eve1 wastes, i ncl u d i  ng pol ychl ori nated 
biphenyls (PCBs) contaminated w i t h  low levels of radioactivity. 
The FEMP is currently a1 1 otted 693,000 pounds or approximately 
318.780 kilograms of low level mixed waste per year t o  be treated 
a t  the TSCA Incinerator. The FEMP plans t o  bu lk  l i q u i d  mixed 
waste for shipments t o  the TSCA Incinerator. Discussions w i t h  
TSCA Incinerator personnel indicate 1 i qui d mi xed waste from the 
FEMP is required t o  main ta in  the operation and economic efficiency 
of the TSCA Incinerator on an annual basis . 

. 

Project schedules will be 

The FEMP has discussed the return of incinerator residues w i t h  the 
TSCA Faci 1 i t y  . Current pl ans are t h a t  incinerator resi dues wi 1 1 
not be returned t o  the FEMP. TSCA Incinerator personnel are 
pursuing stabilization of the residues a t  Envirocare as their 
Preferred Option or use of another commercial vendor as a 
secondary opt i on. 

In the event residues from the incineration o f  FEMP mixed waste 
streams must be returned from the TSCA Incinerator t o  the FEMP 
adequate storage can be made available. Any FEMP residues 
returned t o  the FEMP could be added t o  the Ohio  Mobi le 

. Stabi l izat ion System or the Ohio Mobile Chemical Treatment System 
preferred options for treatment t o  facilitate disposition. I t  is 
important t o  note a potential exists for residues from other DOE 
Sites t o  be mixed w i t h  residues from the FEMP during incineration, 
thereby causing the FEMP residues t o  have add i t iona l  EPA waste 
codes and/or radi onucl ides added. 

The FEMP has developed a p l a n  t o  address the possible return and 
management o f  treatment residues resulting from incineration a t  
the TSCA Incinerator. The FEMP wi l l  seek approval of the OEPA i f  
requi red t o  receive back and manage treatment residuals deri ved 
from the off-site treatment of FEMP wastes prior t o  f i n a l  
disposition. The treatment residue management pl an i s  1 ocated i n  
Appendix F. 

80 
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I ,  ' 
The budget i s  prepared for t h i s  pro ject  and has been incorporated 
i n t o  the baseline. The budget includes funding f o r  f i s c a l  year 
1995. Disposal costs f o r  the  ash are not included. The cost 
estimates are avai lab le i n  Appendix A.  Section 2.7. An 
engineering schedule f o r  the L iqu id M i  xed Waste Project ,  which 
i nc l  udes the  TSCA Inc inerator  Preferred Option, i s provi ded as 
Figure 3.1.7. The shipping dates on Figure 3.1.7 are dependent on 
acceptance o f  t he  waste by the Oak Ridge Reservation and the State 
o f  Tennessee. Disposal o f  ash waste from the TSCA Incinerator as 
indicated on the  pro ject  schedule extends past the o f f i c i a l  
pro ject  end date. This a c t i v i t y  w i l l  be performed by the  TSCA 
Operations Group i n  Oak Ridge. 

$25 . ? 
' .A 

C 

The level  o f  confidence i n  characterization for treatment o f  t h i s  
waste stream i s  high. Sampling and analysis has been completed 
f o r  bulk ing t h i s  waste p r i o r  t o  shipment. . 

PROJECT UPDATE 
The mixed waste inventory provided i n  Rev 1 o f  the FEMP PSTP was 
current t o  October 1, 1994. The FEMP m i  xed waste inventory has 
been updated t o  Ju ly  1. 1995. Appendix C ,  Supplement has been 
added t o  d e t a i l  the adjustments i n  inventory as they apply t o  PSTP 
Preferred Options. The revised inventory revealed a net gain o f  
128,958.5 kg and 143.1 m" f o r  t h i s  Preferred Option. The-primary 
reason f o r  a net  gain o f  mixed waste associated w i th  t h i s  
Preferred Option i s  t he  resu l t  o f  waste streams being transferred, 
as described i n  Section 2.4.1 o f  the  Background Volume, from one 
preferred opt ion t o  another due t o  new knowledge on the waste 
stream. I n  addi t ion.  the newly characterized mixed waste added t o  
t h i s  Preferred Option const i tuted 46% o f  the net gain. See 
Appendix C ,  Supplement f o r  de ta i l  on the revised estimated t o t a l  
o f  mixed waste t o  be treated by t h i s  Preferred Option. 

QOOZ62 
. _  . 
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Figure 3.1.7 

Liquid Mixed Waste Project Schedule 
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TABLE #7 3.1.7 MIXED WASTE STREAMS FOR WHICH TECHNOLOGY EXISTS 
PREFERRED OPTION : 
TSCA I NC I NERATOR 

183 FM- W285 Water/gas mixture from Tank 
#8 

1.990 2.4 D O O l  
DO18 
DO35 

DOOl 
DO18 

0 0 

345 FM-N400 0 0 Contaminated kerosene 

Spent l , l ,  1-tr ichloroethane 

14,095 17 :O 

77 0 .2  379 FM-WOO5 DO08 
DO18 
F o o l  
F002 

385 FM-WOO9 108 0 . 2  0 DO18 
Fool 
F002 

DO08 

Spent solvent (1.1.1. - 
trichloroethane) 

Lubr icat ing o i l  from 
reduction remelt 

Paint thinners and paint  
residues 

393 FM- WO 14 0 330 0.6 

179 0.2 395 FM-N378 752 0 .6  D O O l  
F002 
F003 
F005 

D O O l  
DO08 
F O O l  

\ 

400 FM-WO19 
~~ 

Used o i l  from Maintenance 105 0.2 0 0 

402 Used o i l  FM-W020 3008 
3018 
Fool 
F002 

404 0.8 0 0 

408 FM-W023 Used o i l  1005 
1006 
I008 
'001' 

146 0.2 0 0 

82 PSTP - Background Volume 
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TABLE #7 

Spent methanol 

Spent methylene ch lo r i de  

Laboratory acids ( N i t r i c  
ac id  and cyclohexane) 

Spent methylene ch lo r i de  

A c e t o n i t r i l e  i n  water 

Hydraul ic o i l  from ba le r  i n  
drum recondi t i  oni ng 

Unlabeled drum conta in ing  
1.1.1 - t r i ch lo roe thane 

3.1.7 MIXED WASTE STREAMS FOR WHICH TECHNOLOGY EXISTS 
PREFERRED OPTION : 
TSCA INCINERATOR 

140 2.0 

15 0 .2  

519 8.2 

3,260 44.4 

2 0.2 

177 0 .2  

111 0 .2  

I I 

425 

FM - W025 

F002 

FM-W035 DO01 
DO02 

I I 

428 

438 

FM - W030 

FM-W031 
F003 

FM-W037 D O O l  

FM-W041 DO18 

FM-W032 

FM-W033 FOO2 

455 FM-W289 . D O O l  
Fool' 

426 I FM-W036 . I DO01 
I I 
I I 

l , l . l - T r i c h l o r o e t h a n e  10 0 .2  

Used o i l  198 0.4 

Spent acetone I 975 
~~ 

12.0 

Spent xylene 

83 

0 0 

0 
~ 

0 

1,061 1 .0  

255 0.2 

71 0 . 1  

95 0 .1  

885 0 .9  

3,252 3 .2  

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

PSTP - Background Volume w 
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TABLE #7 

, 
~ FM-W076 

FM-W078 

DOOl  Used paint  th inner 436 0.4 
DO08 
DO09 
DO35 
F003 

l F005 

' DO18 Used o i l  generated dur ing 1.172 1 .4  
F002 ' construction projects . 
DO01 Kerosene 92 0 . 2  

1 DO01 Gasol i ne 113 0 .2  
' DO18 

DO01 
Fool  
F002 

Paint 204 0 . 2  

0 
~O 

I O  0 

DO01 
DO35 . 
D O O l  
nnn6 

Paint t h i  nner 220 0.2 

Paint: Grey Epoxy 130 0.2 

DO01 

DO07 
DO08 
DO09 

DO18 

DO18 

DO01 
DO08 
Fool  
FOO2 

Grease and water 113 0 . 2  

O i l  - unknown generation 1.514 2.6 

Used o i l  142 0.2 

Coded as o i l  - strong 40 0.2 
sol vent odor 

Used Agitene 268 0.4 

3.1.7 MIXED WASTE STREAMS FOR WHICH TECHNOLOGY EXISTS 
PREFERRED OPTION : 
TSCA I NC I NERATOR 

459 FM-W046 0 0 

____ 

479 
~ 

FM-WO5O 0 

480 FM-W333 

FM-W051 

FM-N401 

0 n 485 

507 

508 FM-W054 0 0 
~ 

FM-W058 0 0 

0 n 587 

633 

FM-W069 

FM-W075 

0 n 638 

658 0 
~ 

0 

777 FM-W089 533 0 .5  

PSTP - Background Volume E\3 
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TABLE #7 3.1.7 MIXED WASTE STREAMS FOR WHICH TECHNOLOGY EXISTS 

PREFERRED OPTION: 
TSCA INCINERATOR 

818 FM-N402 Contaminated o i  1 * 473 0.6 D O O l  
DO08 

D O O l  

0 C 

1337 FM-W104 169 ' 0.2 0 c Contaminated water, non- 
c h l  o r  i de 

Contaminated so l  vent from 
paint  shop 

1411 FM-N363 D O O l  
DO05 
DO07 
DO08 
DO09 
DO10 
D o l l  
DO19 
FOO2 
F003 

217 0 .2  0 a 

1412 FM - W 105 Used sol vent : 
1 , 1 , 1 - trichloroethane 

188 0 .2  0 0 

1414 FM-W297 355 0.4 0 0 D O O l  
DO08 

O i l  and fuel  from Garage 
area 

Contaminated insoluble o i l  1423 FM- N380 170 0.2 0 0 DO08 
DO09 
DO39 
DO40 
Foo l  
F002 
F003 
F005 

DO01 1432 FM-W107 869 1.2 I 0 0 Jon-chl o r i  de contaminated 
Jater or  sump l i quo r  ' 

[kerosene) 

PSTP - Background Volume c16 
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TABLE #7 

1447 

1536 

1711 

- 

1713 

1725 

1728 

1729 

1815 

1949 

1998 

3.1.7 MIXED WASTE STREAMS FOR WHICH TECHNOLOGY EXISTS 
PREFERRED OPTION: 

FM - W301 DOOl 
DO08 

I 
FM-W308 DO02 

DO08 
DO09 
DO10 
Fool 
F002 
F005 

FM-W309 

FM-W119 DO18 

FM-W312 DO18 

FM-W313 D O O l  
DO08 
DO18 

FM-W316 DO18 
D O O l  

FM-N381 D O O l  

FM- W124 D O O l  
F003 

TSCA INCINERATOR 

Rainwater from waste p i t  30,076 
area 

31.2 0 0 

2.017 I Metals ex t rac ts .  d iges ts  
and leachates 

16.8 

L 

0.4 169 0.2 Oil  from TCLP ex t rac ts  32 

7.5 

4 . 8  

1,084 1 .8  5,548 6 .9  

Lubr i ca t i ng  o i l  from garage 2.814 3 .4  6.968 

Crankcase o i  1 1,199 1 .8  4.499 
Gasol i ne 

0 9  Spent fue l s  317 0.4 773 

Draw Temp 275 92 0 .2  0 0 

0 .3  Methanol and cyclohexane 104 1 . 2  333 

PSTP - Background Volume E\3 
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TABLE #7 

DO07 
3008 
3018 
1035 
1039 

3.1.7 MIXED WASTE STREAMS FOR WHICH TECHNOLOGY EXISTS 
PREFERRED OPTION r 
TSCA INCINERATOR 

EPA 
CODES CURRENT QTY 

(kg) 

2014 FM-W323 Epoxy - prime coat LDC - 
1.000 

DOOl 
DO35 

DOOl 
DO02 
DO06 
DO08 
DO09 
DO18 
DO35 
DO38 
DO39 
DO40 

74 0.4 0 0 

2363 FM- N382 Caustic l ab  waste from 
analysis of samples 

1,517 
~ 

1 .6 0 0 

2364 FM- N383 Neutral l ab  waste from the 
analysis o f  samples 2,300 2.4 0 

2403 FM-N403 I001 Dirt, rocks, and wood w i th  
1 i q u i d  unknown source 

Contaminated l i q u i d  

1 0 111 0.2 

193 0.4 
2465 FM-N404 I001 

1007 
I008 
I010 

1 0 

PSTP - Background Volume 
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TABLE #7 3.1.7 MIXED WASTE STREAMS FOR WHICH TECHNOLOGY EXISTS 
PREFERRED OPTION: 
TSCA INCINERATOR 

EPA 
CODES 

2498 FM-N384 DO08 
DO12 
DO39 
F002 
F003 

Sump 1 iquor 0 ( 560 0.6 

FM-N405 2556 

2559 

10004 

DOOl 

DOOl 
DO07 
DO18 
DO19 
DO21 
DO29 
DO39 
DO40 
Fool 
DO08 
DO09 
DO39 
Fool  
1039 
1040 
-001 

1006 
1007 
I008 
I019 
1029 
IO40 
:001 

Ethyl acetate 

Used heptane mixture 

Contaminated solvent 

436 0.8 

278 0.8 
3 * 479 4.4 

0 C 
FM-N406 n r 

FM-W127 0 

10006 FM-W129 Contaminated o i l  - 
i nsol ubl e 

122 0.2 D 0 

10027 FM-W146 Contaminated o i l ,  insoluble 2.502 2.8 3 0 

10029 FM- W148 Jsed o i l  1,387 1 . 6 ,  1 . o  

10030 FM-W149 IO01 
:003 12 0.6 Iontaminated sol vent 

:methanol 1 1 0 

PSTP - Background Volume 
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TABLE #7 3.1.7 MIXED WASTE STREAMS FOR WHICH TECHNOLOGY EXISTS 

PREFERRED OPTION : 
TSCA INCINERATOR 

MWIR 
ID# 

EPA 
CODES 

Fool 10032 

10034 

FM-W151 

FM- W152 

Contaminated o i  1 , insoluble 

Benzene (1 abpacked) 
303 0 .4  

3 0 .2  

0 0 

0 0 DOOl 
DO18 
uo19 

10035 FM-W153 DO19 
u211 

D O O l  
DO19 
DO22 
DO28 
DO29 
DO35 
DO39 
DO40 
Fool 
F003 
F005 

DO19 
DO29 
DO39 
DO40 
Fool 

DO39 
DO40 
Fool 

DO08 
DO18 
DO28 
DO29 
DO39 
DO40 
F002 

20 0 . 2  Carbon te t rachlor ide 
( 1 abpacked 1 0 0 

20003 FM-W154 Degreasi ng 
National E 

sol vent from 
e c t r i c  Coi l  

56,832 56.0 0 0 

20021 FM-W158 Contaminated insoluble o i l  
from drum baler  

2.637 3 .0  0 0 

20028 FM- W161 1.245 2.0 0 0 Insoluble quench o i l  used 
in.  P i l o t  Plant cast ing 
operation 

Contaminated o i  1 , inso lub le 
gear o i l .  l ub r i ca t i ng  o i l  
from Plant 1 

1 I 263 1 . 8  20031 0 0 

PSTP - Background Volume w 
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3.1.7 MIXED WASTE STREAMS FOR WHICH TECHNOLOGY EXISTS 
PREFERRED OPTION : 
TSCA INCINERATOR 

TABLE #7 

MEF# MWIR 
ID# 

5 YEAR RATE 

(kg) (m3) 

20038 FM-W167 Contaminated o i l  - 
insoluble from P i l o t  Plant 
processing equipment 

288 0.4 0 0 

20054 FM- W172 Contaminated sol vent - . 
t r i c h l o r .  perchlor.  e t c .  
from Plant 5 cast ing area 

171 0.2 0 0 

20055 FM- W173 DO29 
DO39 
FOO2 

Contaminated o i l  - 
insoluble from processing 
equipment a t  the P i l o t  
Plant 

196 . 0.2 0 0 

30033 FM-W191 2,544 3 . 4  0 0 Contaminated sol vent from 
maintenance 

D O O l  
DO39 
F003 
F005 

DO18 
Foo l  

30034 FM-W192 12,466 17.0 0 0 O i  1 contaminated w i th  
solvents (from Tank #5) 

50022 FM-W218 W D O O l  
F003 

0 0 Contaminated water o r  sump 
l i quo r ,  non-chloride from 
Plant 1 sampl ing area 

11 0.2 

* 
29 

Ra 
b 
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TABLE #7 

50072 

50095 

50096 

60039 

60042 

60055 

60056 

60059 

3.1.7 MIXED WASTE STREAMS FOR WHICH TECHNOLOGY EXISTS 
PREFERRED OPTION: 
TSCA I NC I NERATOR 

FM-W227 D O O l  
DO08 
DO19 
DO39 
DO40 
F002 
F003 
F005 

FM-W233 DO07 

FM-W234 1 
FM-N407 I i{WA 
FM-N408 D O O l  

DO06 
DO08 
DO09 

' DO19 ' 

F002 

FM- N385 D O O l  
DO08 
DO18 

FM-N351 DOOl 
DO07 
DO08 
DO09 
DO39 
F002 

I iK! FM-N352 

I F002 

I 

Contaminated sump water and 671 , 0 .6  
hydraul ic o i l  from drum 
baler i n  Plant 1 Drum 
Reconditioning Area 

Contaminated insoluble o i  1 168 0.2 
from Plant 9 General 

Contaminated solvents from 153 
water treatment I 0 . 2  

~ 

Contaminated solvents ~ I 423 0.4 

Cont ami  na ted sol vents I 
Leaded Gasoline from. Tank 2.374 
#12 I 4.0 

Used chlor inated solvent 4,591.3 4.0 
mixture 

Used 1.1.1 tr ichloroethane 481 0 .6  
mix, 

91 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

w PSTP - Background Volume 
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TABLE #7 

60062 

60065 

3.1.7 MIXED WASTE STREAMS FOR WHICH TECHNOLOGY EXISTS 
PREFERRED OPTION : 
TSCA INCINERATOR 

FM-N353 DOOl 
DO08 
DO09 
F002 

FM- N409 DOOl 
DO08 
DO19 
F002 

I I 

Contaminated insoluble o i  1 183 0.2 0 0 

60067 FM-N354 

60068 FM-W277 

Used o i l  w i th  1.1.1 
Trichloroethane 

Contaminated insoluble o i l  
from Plant 5 O i l  Storage 
Area 

Contaminated, insoluble o i l  
from Metal Reduction Area 

Contaminated insoluble o i  1 

60069 FM-W278 

60070 FM-N410 
DO18 
0039 

154.8 0.2 0 0 

497 0 .6  0 0 

1.883 2.6 0 0 

8,962 12.0 0 ' 0 

60072 

60073 I FM-N411 I DO06 
I 1 

FM-N355 DO08 
FOO2 

Contaminated insoluble o i l  

Used o i l  and solvents from 
garage 

I I F005 
I 

0 0.2 0 97 

8.262 10.4 0 0 

60083 FM-N356 

60078 

I 1 

FM- N4 12 DOOl 
DO06 
DO08 
F002 

Contaminated insoluble o i l  0 

Contaminated insoluble o i l  
from Bo i l e r  Plant 

674.7 0.8  0 0 

0.8 I 0 0 I Solvent contaminated waste 582.5 
oi l  . 

92 
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TABLE #7 3.1.7 MIXED WASTE STREAMS FOR WHICH TECHNOLOGY EXISTS 

PREFERRED OPTION: 
TSCA I NC I NERATOR 

60085 FM- N357 Waste oil from Plant 8 
maintenance 

7 I 785.2 10.6 D O O l  
DO05 
DO06 
DO07 
DO08 
DO10 
F002 

DO01 
DO08 
DO39 
F002 

DOOl 
DO18 

DOOl 
DO08 
DO18 
DO19 
DO39 
DO40 
F002 
F003 

0 0 

60087 FM-N358 Used oi 1 with sol vents 1.984.4 2.4 0 0 

60331 FM- W283 3,941 ' 4 .2  Water/diesel fuel from UTS 
#9 

Contaminated sump water 

0 0 

1229 FM-W101 6.019 6 .6  15,280 13.4 

1306 FM:N418 D O O l  
DO08 

195 0.2 0 0 Spill cleanup from K-65 
area t 

Oily sludges from the WWTS 
Area 

1363 FM - N363 556 0.4 0 0 DO05 
DO06 
DO07 
DO08 
DO09 

1501 FM- W1 08 DO18 Spi'll clean-ups of oil and 
aas 

2,632 6 . 6  13,191 8 . 9  

93 PSTP - Background Volume 
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TABLE #7 

D O O l  
DO07 
DO08 

DOOl 
DO07 

D O O l  
DO04 
DO08 

20007 FM-W156 

20037 FM-W166 

operations a t  UNC Corp. 

Solvent sludge - t r i c h l o r .  36 0.2 0 0 
perchlor from Analyt ical  
Lab 

Impure thorium n i t r a t e  838 0.2 0 0 
( so l i d )  

Solvent sludges from water 194 0.2 0 ' 0 
treatment p lan t  

Furnace s a l t ,  non-chloride. 834 0.8 0 0 
from Plant 9 Rockwell 
Furnace Breakout Stat ion 

20145 

207 0.4 

FM-W182 

0 0 

30647 

40185 

50071 

50177 

50197 

FM - W199 

FM-W212 

FM-N364 

FM - W251 

FM-W340 

3.1.7 MIXED WASTE STREAMS FOR WHICH TECHNOLOGY EXISTS 
PREFERRED OPTION: 
TSCA INCINERATOR 

DO07 

D O l l  Oil contaminated wet sump 31.735 62.2 0 0 

DO29 Process residues, trailer 362 0 . 6  0 0 

o r  f i l t e r  cake 

cakes. waste s l u r r i e s ,  e t c .  
from Plant 8 

Sludges f o r  blending from 
Plant 9 N-R Furnace 

DO07 
D O l l  

50202 

50204 

FM-W257 

FM-W258 

D O O l  
D O l O  

DOOl 
DOlO 

Oily sludge f o r  oxidat ion 
w i th  high f ree metal from 
Plant 9 Casting 

O i l y  sludge f o r  oxidat ion 
w i th  high f ree metal f rom 
Le81 ond Rapid Borer i n 
P1 ant 9 Machining Area 

88 0 .2  

. 

0 ' 0  
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TABLE #7 3.1.7 MIXED WASTE STREAMS FOR WHICH TECHNOLOGY EXISTS 
PREFERRED OPTION: 
TSCA I NC I NERATOR 

I I I 

30045 FM-W197 DOOl Oily sludges, high f ree 
metal from Plant 6 Water 
Treatment Area 

Co per contaminated sump 
ca e from the General Sump r. 50008 FM-W215 DOOl 

~ 

50068 FM-W225 DO01 Non-olly sludge f o r  
roast ing from General Sump 

50178 FM-W339 DOOl Furnace s a l t ,  non-chloride 

50346 FM-N365 DOOl Oily sludge from oxidat ion 

50347 FM-W264 DOOl Discard rocess residues 

50355 . FM-W267 DOOl Discard process residues 

from Eoi yer P1 ant 

from General Sump 

1709 FM-W117 DOOl Lab generated waste, 
DO02 flammable organic extracts 

2006 FM-W346 DOOl Curing compound 

2224 FM-W327 DOOl Floor ,coating base 

50358 FM- N388 DOOl Contaminated non- burnabl es 

50407 I FM-W275 I DOOl I Non-Recoverable Trash 

423 0 

36,831 31.0 IO 0 

13,990 
~~ 

13.4 1 0  
I 
I 

76 '0.2 0 0 
292 0.4 0 n 
179 0.2 1 0 0 

3,675 3.2 I O  

295 6.3 

173 0.4 0 0 

356 n.8 o n 
1,445 0 

I 

ESTIMATED TOTALS: 283,751.2 393.8 65,647.5 61.5 
0 
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ria 1 2 1 2  
3.1.8 Waste Streams for which Technology Exists - Preferred 

Option : Envi rocare 

Table 8 represents the FEMP mixed waste streams for which 
the Preferred Option is  identified as disposal a t  Envirocare 
of U t a h ,  Inc. i n  Clive, Utah .  The FEMP and DOE have 
contracts i n  place for the disposal of mixed waste a t  the 
Envi rocare. The Envi rocare Preferred Option is  being 
implemented through the Non-LDR/<TSC Disposal Project. 
These waste streams either currently have variances to  LDR 
treatment standards i n  effect or the concentration of 
constituents i s  below the specified treatment standard. 
This project consists o f  bulking and packaging for the 
purpose o f  shipment and disposal. Free liquids will be 
eliminated from the containers prior t o  shipment. 

No mixed waste streams a t  the FEMP have been identified as 
having a radioactive content greater t h a n  the Waste 
Acceptance Criteria (WAC) of Envirocare. A future disposal 
option may need t o  be developed by DOE t o  address waste w i t h  
elevated radi oacti ve content. 

The FEMP i s  a CERCLA site and i s  disposit ioning this 
materi a1 t o  Envi rocare through CERCLA Removal Acti on #9. 

The level of confidence i n  characterization for treatment of 
this waste stream is  medium. Characterization for these 
waste streams was completed t o  address storage requi rements . 
Addi t iona l  testing is  being conducted t o  ensure the WAC for 
Envi rocare are met. 

The budget i s  prepared for this project and has been 
incorporated in to  the baseline. 
provided for fiscal year 1995. The cost estimate is 
available i n  Appendix A ,  Section 2.8. 

No detai led schedule i s  provided for this project. 

Funding for this project is  

Information on these waste streams .is being provided t o  
account for a l l  FEMP mixed waste streams i n  inventory and t o  
assi s t  i n  state-to-state discussion on f i n a l  d i  sposi t i  on. 
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PROJECT UPDATE 

The mixed waste inventory provided i n  Rev 1 o f  t he  FEMP PSTP 
was current t o  October 1, 1994. The FEMP mixed waste 
inventory has been updated t o  Ju ly  1, 1995.. Appendix C ,  
Supplement has been added t o  de ta i l  the adjustments i n  
inventory as they apply t o  PSTP Preferred Options. The 
revised inventory revealed a net loss of 30.979.6 kg and 
11.6 m3 f o r  t h i s  Preferred Option. The primary reason f o r  a 
net loss o f  mixed waste associated w i th  t h i s  Preferred 
Option i s  due t o  f i n a l  d ispos i t ion of several waste streams 
associated with t h i s  preferred option. See, Appendix C, 
Supplement fo r  de ta i l  on the revised estimated t o t a l  o f  
mixed waste associated with t h i s  Preferred Option. 
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TABLE #0 

ENVIROCARE ~ 

3.1.8 MIXED WASTE STREAMS FOR WHICH TECHNOLOGY EXISTS 
PREFERRED OPTION : 

52,046.6 44.2 2.325 2 .0  ESTIMATED TOTALS : 
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3.2 Mixed Waste Streams for which Technology Exists bu t  Needs 
Adaptation or for which No Technology Exists 

The FEMP has not identified any mixed waste streams for which 
si gni f i  c a n t  adap ta t ion  and technol ogy development i s requi red 
before the waste could be treated. After f i n a l  characterization, 
which will  occur as a part of the project management process, 
certain variances may be requested. Speci f i  cal l y  , there may be 
some constituents for which the LDR Technology Based Standard is 
incineration. The FEMP may request a variance t o  allow chemical 
destructi on or stabi 1 i za t i  on. A1 so, certain debris may requi re a 
technology which is  not practical, therefore, a variance may be 
requested t o  u t i  1 i ze an  a1 ternative technol ogy for these wastes. 

3.3 M i  xed Wastes Streams Requi ring Further Characterization or for 
which a Treatment Option Assessment Has Not Been Done 

The FEMP has approximately 22,100 containers of waste which 
require further characterization. These wastes are part of the 
"legacy waste", most of which are the result of operations during 
the production era. An i n i  t i  a1 characterization has a1 ready been 
conducted for these waste streams. These wastes are currently not 
cl assi f i  ed as mi xed wastes. The FEMP a n t i  ci pates the management 
process established i n  Section 2 . 4 . 1  will identify the proper 
treatment option and project for any mixed waste identified from 
these popul a t i  ons as a result of addi t iona l  characteri zation 
activities . 
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3 .3 .1  FEMP Legacy Group A/B - "Suspect" and "NFA" 

PoDuiation DescriDtion: Legacy Group A/B i s  comprised of a 
popula t ion  of approximately 9,500 drums of waste comprising 
239 waste streams. This  group falls  in to  two general 
categories. 1) "Suspect" waste t h a t  were conservatively 
identified as hazardous prior t o  the establishment of the 
Consent Decree drummed waste characterization schedules i n  

. . 1990. These characterizations are based on limited process 
knowledge and sampling and analysis. 2) "NFA" waste refers 
t o  the FEMP wastes t h a t  were generated between 1990 and 1993 
t h a t  "needed further action" t o  complete characterization. 

Each waste stream i n  this population is  assigned t o  a . 
Material Evaluat ion Form (MEF). All containers i n  each 
waste stream are currently identified by MEF on the FEMP 
waste inventory. The scope of this project is t o  complete 
characterization t o  support ultimate treatment and/or 
disposal ( i  . e . ,  t o  meet LDR requirements).' This  work 
upgrades the characterization level from "medium" t o  "h igh"  
t o  support waste .disposit ion.  

Work Scooe: There are four summary characterization 
activities or "modules" t h a t  may apply t o  each waste stream 
i n  the popula t ion .  The resources. and durations for each of 
these modules were defined specifically for the waste 
covered under this project. These modules include: 1) 
process knowledge (PK) collection, 2)  v i sua l  inspections, 3) 
sampling and analysis.  and 4) f i n a l  characterization and 
f i l e  preparation. 
modules apply t o  a waste stream. About 1/3 of the waste 
streams require visual inspections (module 2 )  t o  verify 
characterizations and 2/3 of the waste streams require 
sampqing and analysis (module 3 ) .  The work t o  d a t e  is 
approximately 45% complete . 

Cost and Schedule: Approximately 180 of the 239 waste 
streams remain t o  be characterized. i n  fiscal year 1995 (FY 
95). The schedule runs through September o f  1996. A copy 
of the summary schedule which is part o f  the FEMP baseline 
is i n  Figure 3.3.1. The ,project is designed t o  run a t  a 
steady level o f  effort w i t h  dedicated resources i n  FY 95 t o  
ensure t h a t  i t  1,s completed on schedule. The estimated 
cost for this project for FY 95 - FY 96 i s  $2.300.000 t o  
characteri ze, approxi mate1 y 7,125 drums. Thi  s yi el ds a n  
average cost of about 8325/drum. FY 95.funding for this 
project is $1,077,362, 1 eavi ng approximately $1,200,000 of 
work t o  complete i n  FY 96. , 

In a l l  cases.. the f i r s t  and fourth 
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Figure 3.3.1 
FEMP Legacy Group A/B Schedi 
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3.3.2 FEMP Legacy Group E2/G/H - "Unassigned Waste" 

Pow1 a t i  on Descri D t i  on : Legacy Group E2/G/H i s compri sed o f  
a populat ion o f  approximately 10.500 drums of waste 
representing 101 waste streams. of which 6.000 drums are 
drummed trash from the FEMP and Reactive Metals, 
Incorporated (RMI )  of Ashtabula .  O h i o . ,  This material is  
very similar t o  the contaminated trash t h a t  is  processed 

. through the FEMP Contaminated Trash Dumpster Program. The 
remaining 4.500 drums are waste from the FEMP and RMI t h a t  
are similar t o  waste streams already characterized as low 
level waste. Based on an  i n i t i a l  review of these wastes, 
few are anticipated t o  be identified as mixed waste. 

The scope of this project i s  t o  complete'characterization t o  
support ultimate waste disposition. The drummed trash will  
be sorted t o  identify and remove any prohibited items and 
w i  11 be managed as low level waste. The. drummed waste wi 11 
be verified for add i t ion  t o  existing, similar waste streams. 

-Work Scooe: This  project i s  divided in to  two groups for 
characterization: drummed trash and drummed waste. There 
are three basic steps required t o  support the  drummed trash 
disposition project. The f i r s t  step i s  development of a 
sorting criteria p l a n  t o  identify a l l ,  non-trash materials 
(e .g . ,  waste residues) or any prohibited trash items (e.g. ,  
unpunctured aerosol cans) t h a t  must be segregated for 
further characterization. The second step i s  the field 
oversight o f  the sorting operation t o  provide 
characterization support. The t h i  rd step is 
characterization of a1 1 segregated materi a1 s. With the 
exception of prohibited items such as aerosol cans or 
compressed gas  cylinders. very l i t t l e  of the drummed trash 
is expected t o  be identified as mixed waste. 

There are four summary activities or "modules" i n  the 
characterization step t h a t  may apply t o  each waste stream of 
drummed waste. The resources and durations for each of 
these modules were defined specifically for the waste 
covered under this project. These modules include: 1) 
process knowledge (PK) collection, 2) visua l  inspections, 3) 
sampling and analysis , and 4) f i n a l  Characterization and 
f i l e  preparation. 
modules apply t o  a waste stream. About 70% of the waste 
streams requi re vi  sua1 i nspections (module 2) t o  verify 
characterizations and 30% of the waste streams require 
sampling and analysis (module 3) .  To date, about .25% of the 
waste drums have been characterized (1250 drums) w i t h  only 
18 being identified as mixed waste. 

In a l l  cases. the f i rs t  and fourth 
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C Cost and Schedule: Approximately 100 waste streams remain 
t o  be characterized i n  fiscal year 1995 (FY 95) .  The 
schedule for sorting the trash drums runs through July of 
1995 w i t h  characterization of the segregated materials 
f i  n i  shi ng i n November 1995. The schedule for characteri zi ng 
waste drums runs through May 1995. A copy of the summary 
schedule which i s  part of the FEMP baseline i s  i n  Figure 
3.3.2. The project i s  designed t o  run a t  a steady level o f  
effort w i t h  dedicated resources i n  FY 95 t o  ensure t h a t  i t  
i s  completed on schedule. The estimated characterization 
cost for FY 95 for the 6 ,000  drums of trash i s  about 
$100,000,  excl udi ng the cost of the operations personnel t o  
do the actual sorting. This yields an estimated cost of 
about $17/drum. The estimated characterization cost f o r  FY 
95 for the 4.500 drums of waste is $692.125. This yields a n  
average cost of about $150/drum. Combined. the estimated 
characterization cost for FY 95 for the 10.500 drums i s  
about $792.125 or abou t  $75/drurn. There remains an 
estimated $200,000 of work t o  complete i n  the f i r s t  ha l f  o f  
FY 96. which includes characteri zat i  on of segregated 
materials from the drummed trash popula t ion .  

. .  
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Figure 3.3.2 
FEMP Legacy Group E2/G/H Schedule 
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Figure 3.3.3 
Legacy Group I Schedule 
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4.0 

5.0 

6.0 

This  section intentionally le f t  b lank .  

This section intentionally le f t  b l a n k .  

FUTURE GENERATION OF MIXED WASTE STREAMS 
D 

This  section addresses mixed wastes expected t o  be generated w i t h i n  the 
next five years ( to  FY 99) including routine operations wastes, HWMU 
C1 osure wastes t o  be generated from D&D activities and remedi a t i  on 
wastes. 

6.1 Routine Operations/Closure/D&D Wastes 

Five-year projections for mixed wastes routinely generated from 
maintenance activities. sampling, and laboratory analysis are 
included i n  the waste stream tables i n  Appendix C.  These wastes 
and associated volumes will be incorporated in to  the updates of 
the STP as they are generated. In a d d i t i o n ,  Operable Unit  3 (OU3) 
is  i n  the process of closing. or plans closure of several HWMUs i n  
FY 95 and FY 96. These closure activities are expected t o  
generate mixed waste (primarily debris) as described below. 

. -  

HWMW HWMU Name 

3 Waste Oil Storage (Garage) 
13 
21 

Wheel abrator Dust Col 1 ector 
H i  lco Oi  1 Recovery 

Project Mi xfd 
Waste i n  m 

0.8 _ .  
38.0 .~ 

1.0 
TOTAL 39.8 

The remaining HWMUs i n  OU3 will be closed under the Remedial 
Design/Remedial Action (RD/RA) Work P l a n  for the Interim Remedial 
Action. This action allows for the early remediation o f  existing 
structures w i t h i n  the former production area. The p lan  addresses 
decontami n a t i  on and di  smantl i ng of bui 1 di  ngs and support 
faci l i t ies  i n  advance of the final Record of Decision (ROD) t o  be 
issued by USEPA i n  1997 for the f ina l  remediation of OU3. 
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e The RD/W Work Plan fo r  t he  OU3 In te r im Remedial Action, approved 
by USEPA on February 17, 1995, i d e n t i f i e d  t h e  Plant 4 Complex as 
the f i r s t  package t o  undergo remediation under the in te r im act ion.  
The schedule f o r  t h i s  package has been accelerated and waste from 
the  i n i t i a l  package w i l l  be generated i n  FY 95 and FY 96. The 
schedule f o r  subsequent remediation work packages i s  cur ren t ly  
bei ng p r i o r i  ti zed i n the OU3 D r a f t  Remedi a1 Design P r i  o r i  ti za t i  on 
and Sequencing Report (PSR) t o  be submitted t o  USEPA and OEPA i n  
March 1995. The estimated remedi a t i  on waste generati on rates f o r  
FY 97 through FY 99 are  based on schedules from an in te rna l  d r a f t  
o f  the  PSR. The t o t a l  estimated volumes o f  remediation waste t o  
be generated, and the  subset o f  t ha t  waste t h a t  i s  projected mixed 
waste (estimated a t  2%), are provided below. These estimates. 
which are pr imar i l y  debris wastes. include mixed wastes projected 
t o  be generated from HWMU closures implemented under the  in te r im 
act ion.  

- FY 
1995 
1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 

Total Estimated Vojume Estimated Volume $17 
o f  Waste i n  m Mixed Waste i n  m 

934 19 
2.612 
1,483 
1,973 
1.885 

52 
30 
39 
38 

Future generated remedi a t i  on waste w i  11 i nc l  ude residual process 
materials and associated equipment and debris. The FEMP i s  
cur ren t ly  proposing t o  t r e a t  a l l  fu tu re  generated mixed waste from 
OU3 which i s  simi- lar i n  composition t o  legacy mixed waste through 
the treatment systems i d e n t i f i e d  i n  the  PSTP. Deci-sions on 
treatment of new waste types, generated by OU3 remedial 
a c t i v i t i e s ,  w i l l  be made through the  CERCLA process and w i l l  be 
re f lec ted  i n  fu ture updates t o  t he  STP-. 

4 
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6.2 CERCLA Remediation Wastes 

There are five operable units (OUs) a t  the FEMP expected t o  
generate remediation wastes. Three of the operable units are 
currently undergoing the Remedial Investigation/Feasi bi 1 i t y  Study 
(RI/FS) process. A Record of Decision has been signed for 
Operable U n i t  4 and Operable Uni t  3 has  been issued a Record of 
Decision for Interim Remedial Action. OU definitions and 
schedules for submittal of RI/FS documentation, as established i n  
the Amended Consent Agreement, are described below: 

ODerable U n i t  1 - Waste Pits 1-6.  the Clearwell, the Burn P i t ,  
berms, 1 i ners , and associated contaminated soi 1 w i t h i n  the 
operable u n i t  boundaries. . 

I n i t i a l  Screeninq of Alternatives: January 4 .  1991 
RI Report/Basel i ne Risk Assessment: October 12, 1993 
FS Reoort/ComDrehensive ResDonse Action Risk Evaluat ion:  

March 7 ,  1994 
ProDosed P lan  ReDOrt: March 7 ,  1994 
ProDosed Draft Record of Decision: November 6 ,  1994 

ODerable Uni t  2 - the f l y  ash piles. other Southfield disposal 
areas, the lime sludge ponds, the sol id  waste l a n d f i l l ,  berms, 
1 iners , and associ ated contaminated soi 1 w i t h i n  the operable u n i t  
boundary. 

I n i t i a l  Screeninq of Alternatives: April 18, 1991 
RI ReDort/Basel i ne Ri sk Assessment: February 18, 1994 
FS ReDort/ComDrehensive ResDonse Action R i  sk Eval ua t i  on : 
Ami1 29, 1994 

I n i t i a l  Screeninq of Alternatives: April 18, 1991 
RI ReDort/Basel i ne Ri sk Assessment: February 18, 1994 
FS ReDort/ComDrehensive ResDonse Action R i  sk Eval ua t i  on : 
Ami1 29, 1994 
Proposed P l a n  ReDort: April 29. 1994 
Proposed Draft Record of Decision: February 4 ,  1995 

ODerable U n i t  3 - the production area and production associated 
faci 1 i t ies and equipment (includes a1 1 above- and below-grade 
i mprovements) i ncl udi ng b u t  not 1 imi ted to ,  a1 1 structures, 
equipment, u t i l i t i es , .  drums, t a n k s .  solid waste. product, thorium, 
effluent lines, K-65 transfer line, wastewater treatment 
faci l i t ies ,  f i re  training faci l i t ies ,  scrap metal piles, . 
feedstocks, and the coal pile. 

RI/FS Work P l a n  Addendum: August 4 ,  1993 
Record o f  Decision for the Interim Remedial Action ( I R O D ) :  
May 12. 1994 
R I h 3  ReDort/COmDrehenSi ve ResDonse Action Risk Eval u a t i  on 
(CRARE):  September 11, 1995 
Proposed Plan ReDort: September 11. 1995 
ProDosed Draft. Record of Deci sion: July 25. 1996 
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ODerable Uni t  4 - four s i l o s .  a decant sump system, concrete 
structures and debris, and the  surrounding s o i l s .  Two s i l o s  
contain res1 dues from the processing o f  pitchblende urani um ores 
a t  the FEMP and a t  S t .  Louis (Mall inckradt Chemical Works). One 
s i  l o  contains dr ied uranium-bearing re f inery  raff inates generated 
from Fernald production operations. One s i l o  has never been used 
and remains empty. 

* *  I 

I n i  ti a1 Screeni nq o f  A1 t e r n a t i  ves : October 31, 1990 
R I  ReDort/Basel i ne R i  sk Assessment: 
FS.Re~ort/Com~rehensive Response Action R isk  Evaluation: 
February 1994 
Proposed P1 an ReDort : 
Record o f  Decision: December 1994 

November 1993 

February 1994 

ODerable Uni t  5 - environmental media: perched and regional 
groundwater, surface w a t e r ,  sediments, soi 1 s . (not included i n  the 
other operable u n i t s ) ,  f lora.  and fauna. 

I n i  ti a1 . Screeni nq o f  A1 te rna t i  ves : Apri 1 16, 1993 
- R I  ReDort/Basel ine  Risk Assessment: I June 24, 1994 
FS ReDort/ComDrehensive ResDonse Action Risk Evaluation:, 
November 16. 1994 
ProDosed Plan Report: November 16. 1994 
Proposed D r a f t  Record o f  Decision:- Ju ly  3, 1995 

Potential sources o f  mixed wastes f o r  which cleanup i s  scheduled 
w i th in  the  next f i v e  years ( fo r  which RCRA LDR iden t i f i ed  as 
ARARs) are provided. bel ow f o r  informational purposes. only. The 
f i n a l  remedy f o r  these waste streams w i l l  be. ident i f ied.  i n  the ROD 
and Remedial Action process for the  Operable Un i t  responsible f o r  
t h a t  waste stream. 

ODerable Uni t  1- 
Total Projected 
Volume o f  CERCLA 
Remedi a t  i of Waste - FY . HWMU# HWMU Name i n  m 

1998 27 Waste P i t  4 42,130 
1998 42 Waste P i t  5 74,854 

The quanti ty f o r  Waste P i t s  4 and 5 represents the t o t a l  
volume o f  waste projected t o  be generated beginning i n  
FY 98. These wastes w i l l  be characterized as removed and 
therefore the volume o f  mixed waste projected t o  be 
generated i s  current ly unknown. Decisions on the treatment, 
if necessary, o f  any mixed waste from Operable Uni t  1 w i l l  
be made through the CERCLA process and w i l l  be re f lected i n  
updates t o  the STP. 
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Ooerable U n i t  2 

Operable U n i t  2 is furrently projecting t o  generate 
approximately 250 m of 1 ow 1 eve1 radi oacti ve f i  11 /debri s 
contaminated w i t h  lead from the Southfield Firing Range. 
i s  anticipated t h a t  remediation activities a t  the firing 
range will  begin i n  1998 and will  be completed w i t h i n  four 
years. F ina l  decisions on the management o f  these wastes 
will be addressed through the Operable U n i t  2 Record of 
Decision and Remedial Action process. 

ODerable U n i t  3 .  Ooerable U n i t  5 

I t  

A t  this time, the cleanup and disposit ion of affected 
envi ronmental medi a associ ated w i t h  FEMP HWMUs is 
a n t i  ci pated t o  be addressed through the remedy selection, 
design, and implementation process for. OU5. 

Treatment of any a d d i t i o n a l  waste streams generated through 
OU3 remediationklosure activities will be handled as 

.. descri bed i n Sect i on 6.1. 

ODerable Unit  4 

OU4 does not anticipate generating any mixed waste over the 
next five years. 
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.’’ 6.2.1 Description of Technology and Capacity Needs 
1- 

81 ’, e The FtMP is i n  the process of developing and evaluating 
treatment technologies for these remediation waste streams 
as part of t he  CERCLA remediation process. The f i n a l  remedy 
for these waste streams wi l l  be identified i n  the ROD for 
the operable u n i t  responsible for t h a t  waste stream. The 
RODS and the RD/RA work plans will become the basis for 
identifying the appropriate treatment techno1 ogy . 
Information developed through these CERCLA decision 
documents wil l  be used t o  address FFCAct requirements for 
remedi a t i  on wastes. 

6.2.2 Anticipated Schedule for Incorporating i n  P l a n  

Schedules i n  updates t o  the STP for developing treatment 
capacity for mixed remediation wastes will  be based on the 
CERCLA schedule associated w i t h  implementing the selected 
remedy. Only those CERCLA schedule items t h a t  directly 
relate t o  the FFCAct requirements wi l l  be incorporated i n t o  
updates of the STP as specified i n  the P l a n  Volume and 
implementing FFCAct Order. Due t o  the uncertainty of how 
these envi ronmental restoration wastes wi 11 be managed, 
inclusion i n t o  the STP will not occur u n t i l  a f i n a l  remedy 
( i  . e . ,  CERCLA ROD or equivalent document) has been 
negotiated. T h i s  f i n a l  decision wil l  be made i n  compliance 
w i t h  appl i cable statutory/regul atory requi rements and 
establ i shed schedules i n ex1 sti ng compl i ance 
agreements / or de rs . 
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7.0 STORAGE REPORT * .  r 2 1 2  
DOE i s  committed t o  s tor ing waste i n  compliance with RCRA storage 
requirements i n  40 CFR 264 or  40 CFR 265 pending the development of 
treatment capacity and implementation o f  the STPs. 

STORAGE UNIT 

Plant 6 
Warehouse/ 
Bldg. 79 

For mixed waste t o  be shipped of f -s i  t e  for treatment, storage of the 
mixed waste before and a f t e r  treatment w i  11 be arranged on a case-by- 
case basis between the shipping and receiving f a c i l i t i e s  i n  consultat ion 
wi th  the affected states. Factors such as inadequate compl i a n t  storage 
capacity a t  the shipping s i t e  and the need t o  f a c i l i t a t e  closure o f  the 
shipping s i t e  w i l l  be considered. 

LOCATION 

E Street between 
1s t  and 2nd 
Street 

7.1 Current Storage Capacity 

The FEMP i s  current ly  seeking t o  permit seven waste storage 
f a c i l i t i e s  w i th  a t o t a l  maximum storage capacity o f  45,450 cubic 
meters ( r n 3 > .  A RCRA P a r t  B Permit Application f o r  these un i ts  was 
submitted t o  OEPA i n  October 1991 and was subsequently revised, 
updated, and resubmi t t e d  i n  September 1994. Information on these 
seven 'storage un i ts  , i ncl  uding thei  r 1 ocati  on, maximum capacity , 
and types o f  wastes stored i s  summarized below. 

MAXIMUM 
CAPAC ITY ( m3 1 
873 

326 

WASTE TYPES 

Combusti b l  e and 
fl ammabl e 1 i qui ds , 
sol i d s ,  t rash 

Combusti b l  e 1 i qui ds 
and so l ids,  
corrosives 

Plant 9 
Warehouse/ 
Bldg. 81  

KC-2 Warehouse/ 
Bldg. 63 

P i l o t  Plant 
Warehouse/ 
Bldg. 68 

D Street - North 
o f  3rd Street 

B Street - North 
o f  2nd Street 

Southwest corner 
o f  production 
area 

Plant 8 
Warehouse/ 
Bldg. 80 
Plant 1 Pad 

CP Storage 
Warehouse/ 

Corner of A 527 Combustible sol ids 
Street and 1st  
Street 

North of 2nd 42.476 Various hazard 
Street :  West o f  B classes 
Street 

B Street - North 439 Various hazard 
o f  2nd Street classes except 

Combustible and 
flammable l i au ids  

Bldg. 56 

Ign i  tab1 e dry 
wastes, metals,. 
metal s a l t s  and 
oxi des 

I ign i tab les 
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I t  should be noted t h a t  discussions have been ini t ia teG w i t h  OEPA 
t o  integrate the RCRA Part B Permit Application requirements w i t h  
the CERCLA remediation program. As a result of these discussions, 
the Part B Permit Application may be withdrawn. In such an  event, 
the storage facil i t ies will continue t o  be operated i n  compliance 
w i t h  RCRA requi rements. 

The FEMP is  currently utilizing less t h a n  10% of available mixed 
waste storage capacity for mi xed waste storage. 
approximately 90% of the remaining capacity is currently being 
utilized for storage of low level wastes and is  not available for 
mixed waste storage. Mixed waste a t  the FEMP is stored i n  
accordance w i t h  the provisions of the Consent Decree and i ts  
Stipulated Amendment and the Drum Management P l a n .  
waste storage areas are inspected weekly per appl i cab1 e 
regulations by the FEMP s i t e  personnel. A l l  inspections are 
recorded i n  inspection logs which  are maintained i n  the FEMP RCRA 
Operating Record. The drums stored on Plan t  1 Pad are inspected 
d a i l y  for leakage. Any deteriorations, problems or mal functi.ons 
revealed by the inspection are remedied as soon as possible. Any 
noncompl i ance i tems are i denti f i  ed and appropriate parties are 
noti f i  ed i n  accordance w i t h  s i t e  pol i ci es and procedures. Where a 
hazard is imminent, or has already occurred, remedial action is  
taken immediately. If the hazard is declared a n  "emergency". the 
RCRA Contingency P l a n  is implemented. All other problems are 
recorded i n  the inspection log  and a work order for correction is 
pl aced by the supervisor. Outstanding problems are tracked 
through completion. 
internal l y  t o  determine RCRA compl i ance. Assessment reports are 
completed and sent t o  the appropriate personnel for follow-up 
act ion.  

However, 

The mixed 

Periodic s i t e  assessments are conducted 

Soi 1 and debris generated from removal actions, construction 
projects, and maintenance activities i s being managed i n 
accordance w i t h  the Removal Action #17 Work Plan for Improved 
Storage of Soi ls  and Debris. This  work plan addresses storage of 
soil and debris u n t i l  selection and implementation of the f i n a l  
remedjal alternatives through the CERCLA Records of Decision. 
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7.2 Future Storage Requi rements la 9 2 1 2  
Six  mobile storage t a n k s .  each hav ing  a capacity of approximately 
21.000 gallons. will  be used for consolidation and sampling o f  
l i q u i d  mixed wastes prior t o  transport t o  the FEMP WWTS or t o  the 
TSCA Incinerator as part of the Liquid Mixed Waste Project. These 
tanks are located south of the 4A Warehouse. The tanks will be 
inspected da i ly ,  while i n  use, and will comply w i t h  40 CFR 265 
container standards. 

In a d d i t i o n .  the FEMP may be identified t o  treat mixed waste from 
other DOE facil i t ies.  These wastes will be segregated from other 
hazardous waste stored a t  the FEMP. 

Long-term FEMP mixed waste storage needs are being assessed by 
Operable U n i t  3, as part of the Draft Remedial Design 
Prioritization and Sequencing Report t o  be submitted t o  the USEPA 
i n  March 1995. This report w i l l  present the base schedule for the 
decontamination and dismantlement of a l l  Operable U n i t  3 
components (including the RCRA storage areas) and will  evaluate 
the impacts of these schedules on future on-site storage needs. 
The report w i  11 incorporate waste generati on projections from the 
other operable units and from routine operations balanced against 
projected materi a1 d i  sposi t i  on rates t o  ensure the continued 
avai  1 abi 1 i t y  o f  on-si te storage through completion of the OU3 
interim remedial ac t ion .  Preliminary results from this evaluation 
indicate t h a t  there i s  sufficient exi s t i n g  storage capacity 
available t o  meet future storage needs w i t h o u t  requiring the 
construction o f  addi t iona l  storage units. 

114 

. i  ’ . ”  . 

PSTP - Backgrou 
# m-001 “ePti.9s 



8.0 PROCESS FOR EVALUATING DISPOSAL ISSUES IN SUPPORT OF ME SITE e, TREA 5&12 E 
PLAN DISCUSSIONS 

This section discusses the overall Department of Energy (DOE) process 
for evaluating issues related t o  the disposal of residuals from the 
tteatment of mixed low level waste (MLLW) subject t o  the FFCAct. The 
FEMP i s  among the sites being analyzed further for potential development 
as a disposal s i te  for residuals from the treatment of MLLW subject t o  
the FFCAct . This section out1 i nes the disposal p l a n n i n g  process 
developed by DOE. i n  consultat’on w i t h  the states. for evaluating 
potential options for the disp:sal of residuals from the treatment of 
MLLW. With the exception of tne Hanford Site, MLLW disposal sites are 
not currently being developed by DOE. F i n a l  destinations for disposal 
of treatment MLLW residuals are not  known a t  this time. The results o f  
t h i  s process are intended t o  be considered duri ng subsequent pl anni  ng 
acti v i  t ies and discussions between DOE and the regul atory agencies . 

D 

B 

8.1 Background 

The FFCAct requires the DOE t o  develop a p lan  for the treatment o f  
mixed wastes. The FFCAct does not impose any similar requirement 
for the disposal of mixed wastes after they have been treated; 
however, the DOE recognizes the need t o  address this f i n a l  phase 
of mixed waste management. The fol lowing process reflects the 
DOE’S current strategy for evaluating the potenti a1 options for 
disposal : the evaluation wi 11 increase understanding of the 
strengths and weaknesses of a s i t e ’s  potential for disposal b u t  i s  
not a s i t e  selection process. Ultimately the identification of 
sites t h a t  may receive mixed waste for disposal will follow state 
and federal regulations for siting and permitting, and w i l l  
include appropri ate pub1 i c involvement . 

High level and mixed transuranic wastes are among the mixed waste 
subject t o  the FFCAct. Options 3 r  disposal of these mixed wastes 
are not identified by this process because there are established 
processes for studying, designing, constructing, and operating 
disposal faci 1 i t i  es for these wastes. 

The DOE has historically planned t o  develop MLLW disposal 
facil i t ies a t  the six DOE sites currently disposing of low Aevel 
waste. These sites are Hanford. Savannah River, Oak Ridge 
Reservation, Idaho Nati  onal Engi neeri ng Laboratory, Nevada Test 
Site, and Los Alamos National Laboratory. Currently, the Hanford 
Site has the only active permitted facility operated by ‘DOE for 
the disposal of residuals from the treatment of MLLW. This p lan  
has been re-directed i n  conjunction w i t h  the planning efforts of 
the FFCAct t o  include the results of the disposal planning process 
( F i  gure 8.1) and the Waste Management Programmatic Envi ronmental 
Impact Statement ( W M  PEIS). The sites subject t o  evaluation under 
this process are the 49 sites reported t o  Congress by the DOE i n  
the Mixed Waste Inventory Report (MWIR) , April 1993. t h a t  are 
currently storing or expected t o  generate mixed waste. 
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8.2 e Disposal P1 anni ng Process 

Al though the FFCAct does not specifically address disposal o f  
treated mixed wastes, both the DOE and the states have recognized 
t h a t  disposal issues are an integral part of treatment 
di  scussi ons . A process was establ i shed t o  eval uate and di  scuss 
the issues related t o  the potential disposal of MLLW residuals 
subject t o  the FFCAct. shown i n  Figure 8.2. The focus o f  this 
process has been t o  identify, from among the 49 si tes t h a t  
currently store or are expected t o  generate mixed waste, si tes 
t h a t  are suitable for further evaluation of their potential as 
disposal si tes.  Sites determined t o  have marginal or no potential 
for disposal wi l l  be removed or deferred from further evaluation 
under this process. The remaining sites will  be evaluated more 
extensively. Ultimately. a number of sites are expected t o  be 
identified t h a t  are technically acceptable for disposal of treated 
residuals. . 

8.2.1 Activities t o  Date 

.-Site Grouping 

The in i t i a -1  step i n  this process was t o  examine each of the 
49 sites t o  determine which sites.  while ind iv idua l ly  listed 
i n  the MWIR. were i n  such geographic proximity t h a t  further 
analysis could address them as a single s i t e .  This grouping 
reduced the number o f  sites t o  44, as follows: 

. 

- 0  Idaho National Engineering Laboratory and. Argonne 
National Laboratory (West) are located on a single 
Federal ly-owned reservation near Idaho Fa1 I s ,  Idaho: 

0 The. Sandi a Na.ti onal Laboratories.. Ca.l i forni a ,  and 
Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory are located on 
ad jo in ing ,  Federally-owned properties near Livermore. 
Cal i forni a : 

0 . The Inha la t ion  Toxicology Research Institute and 
Sandia National Laboratories, New Mexico, are located 
on the same Federally-owned reservation. and: . 

e The Oak Ridge National Laboratory, Oak Ridge K-25 
Site, and Oak Ridge Y-12 are a l l  located wi th i .n  the 
Federally-owned Oak Ridge Reservation, near Oak Ridge. 
Tennessee. 
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Figure 8.2 
Disposal Planning Process - 7 2 1 2  
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I n i t i a l  S i t e  Screening 

C A t  a j o i n t  meeting on March 3-4. 1994. he DOE anG the  
States agreed on three exclusionary c r i t e r i a  for fu r ther  
screening the 44 remaining s i t es .  These c r i t e r i a  were 
devel oped by rev i  ewi ng Federa 1 and State requi rements 
regarding the s i t i n g  o f  waste treatment, storage, and 
disposal fac i  1 i t i e s .  I n  order t o  be evaluated fu r the r ,  a 
s i t e :  

0 
0 

0 must have s u f f i c i e n t  area t o  accommodate a 100-meter 

must not be located w i th in  a 100-year f loodplain; 
must not be located w i th in  61 meters (200 fee t )  o f  an 
act ive f a u l t .  and: 

buf fer  zone. 

The f i r s t  c r i t e r i o n  (100-year f loodplain) i s  derived from 
both National Regulatory Commission (NRC) and RCRA 

selected from requirements found i n  RCRA which r e s t r i c t  the 
locat ion o f  waste treatment, storage, and disposal 
f a c i l i t i e s .  The t h i r d  c r i t e r i o n  ( su f f i c i en t  area f o r  100- 
meter bu f fe r )  i s  derived from guidance from the USEPA. NRC. 
and DOE f o r -  the proper operation o f  waste f a c i l i t i e s .  

. requirements. The second c r i t e r i o n  (act ive f a u l t  ) was 

Evaluation o f  the 44 s i t es  resul ted i n  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  o f  26 
s i t es  meeting the above c r i t e r i a .  The 18 s i tes  which d i d  
not meet the c r i t e r i a  are i d e n t i f i e d  i n  Figure 8.2.1. A t  a 
j o i n t  meeting on March 30-31. 1994. the DOE and the  States 
agreed t o  remove from further evaluation those s i t e s  not 
meeting the screening Cr i t e r i a .  Also a t  tha t  meeting, DOE 
agreed t o  co l l ec t  addi t ional ,  more deta i led information on 
the remaining 26 s i t es  t o  i d e n t i f y  addi t ional  strengths and 
weaknesses o f  the s i t es .  It was agreed tha t  the  DOE o r  any 
affected s tate may propose fur ther  el iminat ion o f  s i t e s  from 
consi derat i  on f o l  1 owi ng the s i  te-speci f i c eval ua t i  on. 
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Figure 8.2.1 - I  .Initial Site Screening 
I 

Hawaii 

Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard (a) 

Ioopa 

Ames Laboratory 

Maine 

Portsmouth Naval Shipyard (a) 

EXCLUSIONARY CRITERIA 
SITE I I I 

0 

0 

0 

Kansas City Plant 0 

University of Missouri 0 

' Washington I I I I 
~ ~ 

' 0  = site fails criteria 
(a )  i: Site Potentially in Coastal High-Hazard Area 
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Evaluation of the Remaining 26 Sites 

the site-specific d a t a  on the remaining 26 s i tes .  and t o  
consider proposals for eliminating addi t ional  si tes from 
further evaluation. The focus of these discussions was t o  
identify sites suitable for fu.rther evaluation under this 
process. 

The DOE and the States met on July 26-27. 1994 t o  discuss e 

The criteria t h a t  the DOE and the States used t o  eliminate 
si tes from further evaluation a t  this stage were derived 
from three main groupings of consi derati ons : Technical 
Considerations , Potenti a1 Receptor Considerations , and 
Practical Considerations. Each of the remaining 26 s i tes  
were evaluated aga ins t  criteria i n  these groupings t h a t  
i ncl uded : soi 1 s t ab i  1 i t y  and topography, precipitation and 
evapotranspiration. popula t ion .  proximity t o  sensitive 
envi ronment , 1 and acquisit ion,  government presence a t  the 
s i t e ,  and regulatory constraints. 

Sites w i t h  marginal or no potential for disposal ,  based on 
these cri teria,  were recommended for removal or postponement 
from further evaluation. As a- result of this meeting, the 
DOE and the States agreed t o  eliminate five si tes from 
further evaluation due t o  their limited potential for 
disposal. These are: 

- Site State 
Energy Techno1 ogy Engi neeri ng Center California 
General Atomics Cal i forni a 
General Electri c Val 1 eci tos Nuclear Center Cal i forni a 
Pi  ne1 1 as P1 a n t  F1 ori da 
Site A/Plot M I1 1 i noi s 
Addit ional ly .  the DOE and the States agreed t o  merge the 
eval u a t i  on of Knoll s Atomic Power Laboratory a t  Ni skayuna , 
New York , and Knoll s Atomic Power Laboratory a t  Kessel r ing ,  
New York. due t o  their close geographic proximity. 

While not eliminated from further evaluation, i t  was agreed 
t o  lower the evaluation priority of an add i t iona l  four 
s i tes .  Issues such as the technical capabilities of the 
s i t e ,  the volume of mixed waste t h a t  may be generated by the 
s i tes  , and the acceptabi 1 i t y  of off - s i te  waste contributed 
t o  a conclusion t h a t  further evaluation of some sites should 
not be a high priority. The DOE and the States agreed t o  
evaluate these si tes i n  terms of their capability t o  dispose 
of their own mixed waste on-site i f  no other off-site 
disposal options could be identified. These si tes wil l  not 
be considered for disposal of wastes from other s i tes ,  and 
may be eliminated from further analysis  i f  sufficient 
evidence suggests the potential for disposal is too limited. 
The sites i n  this category are: 
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- 9 2 1 2  
- S i t e  - State 

We1 don Spri ng Remedi a1 Acti on Project Missouri 
. Brookhaven National Laboratory New York 

Mound P l a n t  Ohio 
Betti s Atomic Power Laboratory Pennsyl vani a 
Performance Eva1 u a t i  on ' 

The performance evaluation being conducted for the 16 si tes 
identified for further evaluation entails the collection of 
more detailed site-specific d a t a  related t o  the s i t e  
characteristics. The performance evaluation methodology is 
based on the principles of radiological Performance 
assessments and was devel oped by DOE performance assessment 
experts. Addi t iona l ly ,  the evaluation will be based on RCRA 
compl i a n t  engineered faci 1 i t i  es . This i nforrnati on w i  11 be 
used t o  evaluate the s i tes  and estimate the radionuclide 
concentration limits of waste t h a t  may be disposed a t  a 
given s i te .  The performance evaluations were initiated i n  
August 1994. The 16 si tes for which performance evaluations 
are being prepared are: 

- S i t e  State 

Lawrence Li vermore National Laboratory, 
Site 300 
Rocky F1 ats Envi ronrnental Technology Site 
Idaho National Engineering Laboratory 
Argonne National Laboratory 
Paducah Gaseous Di ffusi on P1 a n t  
Nevada Test Site 
Los A1 arnos National Laboratory 
Sandia National Laboratories 
Knoll s Atomic Power Laboratory-Kessel ring 
West Val ley Demonstration Project * 
Fernal d Envi ronmental Management Project 
Portsmouth Gaseous Di ffusi on P1 a n t  
Savannah River Site 
Oak Ridge Reservati on 
Pantex P l a n t  
Hanford Site 

. 
Cal i forni a 
Colorado 
Idaho 
I1 1 inoi s 
Kentucky 
Nevada 
New Mexico 
New Mexi co 
New York 
New York . 

Ohio 
Ohio 
S. Carolina 
Tennessee 
Texas. 
Washington 

* Because the West Valley Demonstration Project Act does 
not authorize the s i t e  t o  accept off-si te wastes. the 
s i t e  will only be evaluated for disposal of on-site 
wastes. 
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8.2.2 Next Steps i n  the Evaluat ion Process 

As i 1 iustrated i n  Figure 8 .2 ,  progress has been made i n  the 
planning  of the disposal process. The following steps 
outline future activities t h a t  are either ongoing or are t o  
be completed t o  facilitate a n  informed decision about the 
disposal of DOE MLLW. 
continue t o  ensure stakeholder i n p u t  and t o  resolve concerns 
a t  the earliest possible stage. 

e 
Coordination w i t h  the States will 

Complete Remaining Performance Evaluations 

To date, performance evaluations have been completed for the 
follming 10 sites: Savannah River S i t e .  Oak Ridge 
Reservation, Idaho National Laboratory, Hanford Site, San'dia 
National Laboratories , Rocky Fl ats Envi ronmental Technology 
Site, Los Alamos National Laboratory. Pantex P l a n t ,  Nevada 
Test Site, and Lawrence Li vermore Laboratory. Performance 
evaluations for the remaining six sites are scheduled t o  be 
completed by June 1995. A progress report for the 

approximately the same timeframe as the PSTPS i n  order t o  
keep the States and other interested parties- informed of the 
progress. 

Devel op Estimates of Waste Vol umes and Radi onucl i de 
Concentrations i n  Treated Residuals 

Once treatment methods for the mixed low level waste streams 
are finalized through the FFCAct process, estimates o f  
treated resi-dual volumes and radionuclide concentrations of 
the treated residuals wi l l  be developed for a l l  waste 
streams. This analysis will take place. a-fter the PSTPs have- 
been negoti ated w i t h  the appropriate regul atory agencies. 
These- estimates are needed t o  compare t o  the performance 
evaluation-derived radionuclide concentration guides. 

Compare Estimates of Radionuclide Concentration i n Treated 
Residuals t o  Performance Evaluation-Derived Radionuclide 
Concentration Guides 

. performance evaluation activities has been issued 

Radionuclide concentrations for each treated residual w i  11 
be compared t o  those disposal values derived i n  the 
performance evaluation i n  this step. Comparing radionuclide 
concentrations i n  treated residuals w i t h  performance 
evaluation concentration guides will compare MLLW stream 
characteristics t o  potenti a1 disposal sites ' capabi 1 i t ies.  
Th i s  eva lua t ion  wi 11 include off -site DOE and commerci a1 
di  sposal si te candidates for those treated waste streams 
which do not have on-site capabilities. Confirmation of the 
candidate streams and sites will be attained through 
detailed performance assessment efforts. 
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Develop Sample Configurations for Disposal o f  Treated 
Res i dua 1 s 

An Options Analysis Team (OAT) approach w i l l  be employed t o  
develop sample complex-wide configurations f o r  the  disposal 
o f  t reated MLLW residuals. These configurations w i l l  take 
i n t o  account such technical issues as compat ib i l i t y  o f  
radionuclides (both handled a t  the s i t e  and those considered 
acceptable by the performance evaluation), capacity t o  
handle projected residual volumes. e tc .  Under the OAT 
approach. other types of issues w i l l  be weighed during the 
conf igurat ion discussions such as  t ransportat ion costs and 
distances. 

Develop a D r a f t  Disposal System Configuration 

Using the sample configurations as a s t a r t i n g  po in t .  the DOE 
w i l l  develop wi th  S t a t e  and stakeholder input .  a d ra f t  
disposal system configuration. This conf igurat ion w i l l  be 
the basis fo r  determining fu ture funding and schedules f o r  
proposed disposal f a c i l i t i e s .  The Final  WM PEIS w i l l  
provide bounding analysis o f  potent ia l  environmental impacts 
fo r  the range of sample configurations considered. It w i l l  
i d e n t i f y  preferred s i tes  for fur ther  development as disposal 
f a c i l i t i e s .  Following the issuance o f  the ROD f o r  the WM 
P E I S .  DOE s i tes  may i n i t i a t e  s i te-speci f ic  National 
Environmental Pol i c y  Act evaluations f o r  the proposed 
disposal fac i  1 i t i e s  : i n i  ti ate performance assessment 
analysis f o r  compliance wi th  DOE Order 5820.2A: and, 
i n i t i a t e  processes f o r  permi tti ng disposal faci 1 i ti es . 
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e 8.3 In tegrat ion w i th  the STP Process 

The FFCAct does not require disposal t o  be included i n  the STPs: 
however, g i  ven the complex i ssues involved, the  DOE recogni zes the 
importance o f  s ta te input t o  f a c i l i t a t e  resolut ion o f  issues 
related t o  disposal. Section 8.0 information i s  provided i n  the 
PSTP t o  continue t o  involve the states and make them aware o f  the 
DOE'S continued work on the disposal issue. For more deta i led 
information on the ongoing performance evaluation process, re fe r  
t o  the "Progress Report on Performance Evaluation of DOE S i t e s '  
Capabi l i t ies  for  Mixed Low Level Waste Disposal." AS the  disposal 
planning process moves forward, fur ther  information w i  11 be 
provided and coordination w i th  the states w i l l  continue. 

8.4 FEMP Disposal Factors 

The FEMP has included the option f o r  disposal o f  mixed waste 
residuals or low level  waste fo r  each was te  stream i n  Appendix C 
tables. This. demonstrates tha t  each waste stream has been 
evaluated not only for  treatment, but also f o r  f i n a l  d ispos i t ion.  
Testing a f t e r  treatment w i l l  be required t o  ensure waste. 
acceptance c r i t e r i a  are met f o r  the. spec i f ic  recejving f a c i l i t y .  

Ex is t ing capacity i s  avai lable a t  NTS f o r  disposal o f  low leve l  
waste from the FEMP and a t  Envirocare fo r  mixed low leve-l waste 
disposal. 

The FEMP considers. as a necessary par t  o f  the PSTP. tha t  
hazardous debris cleaned and treated to-  the debris treatment- 
standard i s  no longer hazardoushixed waste  and may be disposed as 
LLW only.  The FEMP recognizes tha t  residuals resu l t ing  from the 
decontamination process w i  11 s t i  11 be considered hazardous un t i  1 
fur ther  process img-. 

A fu tu re  disposal option may need t o  be developed by DOE t o  
address waste that  has radionuclide content above the waste 
acceptance c r i t e r i a  a t  Envi rocare. 

The FEMP has been meeting w i th  USEPA and OEPA since the summer o f  
1993 t o  discuss the large volumes o f  l o w  level  radioactive. mixed. 
so l i d .  and construction and demolit ion debris waste tha t  w i l l  be 
generated during remediation a t  the FEMP. Discussions are 
continuing on the possi b i  1 i t y  o f  an on-si t e  engineered disposal 
fac i  1 i t y  . 
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Appendix A, PSTP Development 
Framework Applications 

Appendix A presents an evaluation of treatment options considered viable for 
the FEMP mixed waste streams. Viable options were further evaluated t o  
develop Preferred Options (POs) for a l l  FEMP mixed waste streams. 

The Treatment Selection Guides, prepared by the DOE FFCAct Task Force, 
provided a l i s t  of general selection guides for use by a l l  s i tes t o  add 
uniformity t o  the evaluation of treatment options and the selection of 
preferred op t i  ons . The Treatment Sel ecti on Gui des were di  v i  ded in to  sub- 
elements t o  ensure t h a t  evaluations of treatment effectiveness and other 
cri teri a were assessed i n  a comparable manner between sites . Sub-el ements 
i ncl uded the fol1 owing : Regul atory Compl i ance, Envi ronmental Health and 
Safety, Treatment Effectiveness, Implementabi 1 i t y ,  Stakeholder Concerns, Life- 
Cycle Cost, and Techno1 ogy Development . 
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PSTP DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK APPLICATIONS 

1.0 Eva1 u a t i  on Process and Methodology 

The FEMP PSTP includes 324 waste streams categorized i n  44 treatability 
groups. The treatment needed t o  meet regulatory requi rements and safely 
handle the radionuclide content of these mixed low level waste streams 
i s  varied and  i n  many cases multiple treatment options are possible. 

The FEMP grouped these waste streams w i t h  like treatment needs and 
evaluated the waste w i t h  currently planned treatment. The management 
process for assigning waste streams t o  current projects i s  described i n  
Section 2 .4 .1  of the Background Volume. The steps or treatment 
processes needed t o  treat a group of waste streams .were linked together 
and diagramed i n  treatment trains t o  i 1 lustrate how these wastes can be 
treated. Treatment train illustrations are located i n  Appendix C .  

Appendix A provides detailed evaluations of the treatment options 
i denti f i  ed i n the series of FFCAct documents, Conceptual Site Treatment 
P l a n ,  Draft Site Treatment P l a n ,  and those developed from the meetings 
and work group activities of a l l  the Ohio si tes.  

Each Ohio s i t e  evaluated the treatment options for mixed waste from two 
perspectives. The f i r s t  was from a statewide perspective and i s  
discussed i n  Appendix B.  The second was from a s i t e  specific 
perspective. 
fol 1 owi ng : 

The FEMP s i te  specific evaluation process included the 

A .  The process began by identifying the on-site. existing, and 
planned treatment faci 1 i t i  es which  are potenti a1 treatment options 
for mixed waste. 
regard t o  regul atory/permi t concerns or modi f i  cati ons requi red t o  
actual l y  treat mi xed waste. 

.Viable treatment options identified i n  the Conceptual Site 
Treatment P1 an were consi dered for further eval u a t i  on.  

The FEMP mixed waste treatment activities, either i n  progress or 
pl  anned, were a1 so considered vi  ab1 e treatment opti  ons . These 
activities include RCRA Closure 'of Hazardous Waste Management 
Units and CERCLA Removal Actions. 

I n i t i a l l y  these options were listed w i t h o u t  

B .  

C .  
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Viable treatment options were then evaluated using the "Treatment 
Selection Guides" prepared by the DOE FFCAct Task Force, March 1, 1994, 
Revision 0 (Table A - 1 ) .  Regulatory Compliance and Environmental Health 
and Safety (EH&S) c r i t e r i a  were established as threshold c r i t e r i a .  The 
threshold c r i t e r i a  were evaluated on the basis o f  being met o r  not being 
met. A technology d id  not proceed further i n  the evaluation process i f  
i t  could not meet the threshold c r i t e r i a .  Addi t ional ly ,  c r i t e r i a  which 
cause a treatment technology/faci l i ty  t o  be seriously de f ic ien t  i n  
.treatment capabi l i ty  or capacity were u t i l i z e d  t o  el iminate an option on 
a case-by-case basis. 

Regulatory Compl i ance c r i  t e r i  a i ncl ude i ssues such as compl i ance w i th  
ARARs under CERCLA. especial ly Land Disposal Restr ict ions,  and 
appropri a t e  permit requi rements under RCRA. CWA and CAA. 
c r i t e r i a  include issues such as assessments o f  r i s k  associated wi th  the 
implementation o f  a par t i cu la r  treatment technology. These include 
occupational safety and health i ssues , pol 1 u t i  on i ssues , and mechani cal 
and e lec t r i ca l  hazard i ssues . Other c r i  t e r i  a which may e l  i m i  nate 
options from fur ther  consideration include, a t  a minimum, f a c i l i t y  
capacity , capabi 1 i t y  , a v a i  1 abi 1 i t y  . and approval t o  t r e a t  CERCLA waste. 

The EH&S 

Ratings given t o  each treatment .option were derived from the  "Treatment 
Selection Guides" i l l u s t r a t e d  i n  Table A - 1 .  A more deta i led explanation 
o f  the ra t i ng  f o r  each viable option i s  given i n  the Options Evaluation 
f o r  the respective Preferred Option (PO) i n  Section 2.0. 

Cost estimates have been developed, t o  the extent possible, w i th  
avai lable .information concerning a given treatment option. The cost 
estimates are conservative estimates based on 1 imited information and 
are intended t o  be ,order-of-magnitude estimates fo r  the purpose o f  
comparison between options. Cost estimates are based on " In ter im 
Report: Waste Management Faci 1 i ti es Cost Informati on for M i  xed Low Level 
Waste." INEL. March 1994. actual FEMP project  cost estimates, and 
information obtained from other DOE s i tes ,  and the "Mixed Waste 
Treatment Feasi b i  1 i t y  Study, It Westinghouse Materials Company o f  Ohi 0 ,  
March 1991. 
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The Treatment Selection Guides were prepared by the DOE FFCAct Task 
Force (March 1. 1994. Revision 0 ) .  They provide a l i s t  of criteria for 
a l l  s i tes thus adding uniformity t o  the manner treatment options were 
eval uated and Preferred Options were selected. The seven cri teri a whi ch 
are used for this comparison are: 

0 

0 Environmental Health and Safety (threshold cri teria) 
0 Treatment Effectiveness 
0 Implementabi 1 i t y  
0 Stakehol der Concerns 
0 Li fe-Cycle Costs 
0 Techno1 ogy Devel opment 

Regulatory Compl i ance (thresh01 d cri teri  a 1 

Regulatory Compliance and Environmental Health and Safety were 
identified by the FEMP as threshold cri teria.  
criteria d i d  not proceed further i n  the evaluation process. 

Options f a i l i n g  these 

Each cri teri a was further divided i n t o  sub-el ements whi ch are i denti f i  ed 
t o  ensure t h a t  evaluations of treatment effectiveness and other guides 
are assessed i n  a comparable manner from s i te  t o  s i t e .  The sub-elements 
are rated h i g h  ( H I .  medium ( M I .  and low ( L )  i n  accordance w i t h  the 
specific criteria i n  each sub-element definition. These relative 
ratings permit direct comparison w i t h i n  the various sub-elements. 
summary of treatment selection guides, sub-elements. and ratings is  
provided i n  Table A - l . ,  

A 

These selection guides are representative of those currently i n  use 
across the DOE complex and by some key stakeholders ( e .g . ,  the Western 
Governor's Association and the O E P A ) .  The definitions of the primary 
guides and their sub-elements are identified below. 

1.1.1 Regulatory Compl i ance 

The regulatory compl i ance gui de assesses the ease w i t h  wh i  ch 
process-specific regulations ( e .g . .  federal, s ta te ,  and local) and 
commitments i n  compl i ance agreements or orders are satisfied. The 
regulatory requi rements include state and 1 oca1 1 aws , USEPA and 
U . S .  Department of Transportation (DOT) laws, and  other laws t h a t  
speci fy  requi rements . Treatment options under consideration 
should be developed t o  ensure t h a t  a t  a minimum the treated waste 
meets LDR standards. ( I t  i s  anticipated t h a t  options not meeting 
regulatory requirements, either through standard app l i ca t ion  of 
regulatory requi rements or establ ished vari ance procedures, wi 11 
not  pass a basic v i a b i l i t y  screening.) Th i s  parameter gives high 
ratings t o  treatment options t h a t  have been previously permitted 
and are relatively straightforward, and lower ratings t o  options 
t h a t  require regulatory exemptions or demonstrations of 
equivalency t h a t  may pose a d d i t i o n a l  permitting difficulties. 

A-3 



1.1.2 Environmental Health and Safety 

The environmental health and safety.guide gives h i g h  ratings t o  
options providing l i t t l e  or no add i t iona l  risk t o  the industry 
workers, the public, or the environment i n  general. This includes 
a l l  occupational safety and health issues. pollution issues, 
mechanical and electrical hazard issues. and legally driven 
issues . 

4 

Environmental /Pub1 i c Health and Safety: Thi  s sub-el ement 
assesses risk t o  a l l  off-si te populations due t o  routine 
operations and potential accidents a t  a facility w i t h  the 
proposed treatment option. 
emissions (radiological and hazardous) from the faci 1 i t y  
under normal operating conditions,  under less t h a n  ideal 
conditions ( e .g . ,  waste streams marginally characterized or 
overly aggressive production schedules >. , and a1 1 accident 
scenarios ( b o t h  h i g h  probability/low consequence and low 
probabi 1 i t y /h igh  consequence1 . 

Thi s assessment i ncl udes routine 

Non-Operational Worker Health and Safety: This sub-element 
assesses occupation risk t o  a l l  on-site workers due t o  
activities exclusive of facil i ty operations using the 
proposed treatment opt ion .  Risks include those from 
construction of the facility. non-routine maintenance (e.g.  
substi t u t  i on of techno1 ogi es . equi pment rep1 acement , etc . I  , 
and .decontami nation/decommi ssi oni ng of the faci 1 i t y  . 

Operational Worker Health and Safety: This sub-element 
assesses the radiological and hazardous risks t o  a l l  on-site 
workers during operations a t  a facility w i t h  the proposed 
treatment opti  on i ncl uding both routine operati ons and 
accidents. Risks due t o  routi ne operations include 
radiological and hazardous exposure during drum handl i n g ,  
waste sorting, primary and/or secondary treatment, packaging 
of the treatment resi d u a l s  . and routi ne equipment 
maintenance. Risks due t o  accidents i ncl ude radi ol ogi cal 
and hazardous exposure resulting from equipment f a i  lure 
( w i t h  possible associated fires and explosions) or worker 
error. 

Transportation Risk: This sub-element assesses the 
radiological and hazardous risks t o  workers and the public 
posed by off-si te transportation of mixed waste. Risks 
include those from additional waste characterization 
requi red for transportation, handl i ng of waste containers 
during certification and loading/unloading .  fatali t ies and 
accidents due t o  t raff ic  accidents. and chronic and acute 
effects of exposure t o  radi ol ogi cal and hazardous 
constituents of the waste during b o t h  routine operations and 
as a result of an  accident. 
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1.1.3 Treatment Effectiveness 

The treatment effectiveness guide assesses how we1 1 the proposed 
treatment option performs technically and w h a t  the anticipated 
advantages are compared t o  a1 ternati ve treatment options.  

Volume Reduction: This sub-element assesses the a b i l i t y  of 
the treatment technology or opt ion t o  reduce volume of the 
original, waste. Net volume of residuals divided by net 
i n p u t  volume provides a measurable way t o  express this 
factor. This  sub-element provides a measure of the system’s 
waste minimization as compared t o  other alternatives under 
consideration. The determination of volume reduction should 
i ncl ude vol umes of secondary waste generated during the 
process. 

Secondary Waste Generation: This sub-el ement assesses the 
d i f f i cu l ty  of managing contaminated material generated 
during the treatment of primary waste. Secondary waste may 
have a d d i t i o n a l  chemical or other characteristics providing 
new problems relating t o  treatment and d i sposa l ,  including 
contaminated f i  1 ters . contami nated protective equipment , 
swipes , ’  used o i l ,  and off-gases. The difficulty of meeting 
any a d d i t i o n a l  treatment requirements for treatment 
residuals would be accounted for by ranking the sub-element 
of destruction and removal efficiency. The value of this 
assessment should be weighed according t o  the level of 
d i f f i c u l t y  associated w i t h  managing the secondary waste. 

Destruction, Removal, and/or Demobilization Efficiency: 
. This  sub-element assesses the a b i l i t y  of the treatment 

option t o  destroy or remove unwanted contaminants from the 
waste stream or t o  reduce the potential hazard by i s o l a t i n g  
or rendering the hazardous constituents immobilized. 

Flexibility: This sub-element assesses the system’s a b i l i t y  
t o  process a range of inpu t s  w i t h  minimal effect on system 
operati ons . Thi  s i ncl udes accommodating the expected waste 
stream changes and d a i l y  variations as well as unanticipated 
spikes i n  the waste stream rate and composition. A 
treatment system t h a t  can accept a broad range of 
treatability groups would be given a h i g h  flexibility 
rating. 
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Final  Waste Form Performance: The treatment opt ions f o r  
evaluation should a t  a minimum be able t o  meet the LDR 
treatment standards. This sub-element assesses the  long- 
term s t a b i l i t y  o f  the treatment residuals,  o r  the  d i f f i c u l t y  
encountered i n  meeting post-treatment acceptance c r i t e r i a  
requi red t o  comply w i th  disposal requi rements. A1 though 
disposal WACS have not been developed. the evaluation of 
t h i s  sub-element should represent a f i r s t  order 
approximation o f  the closeness o f  the treatment residuals t o  
the ant ic ipated disposal requirements. This evaluation may 
include consideration o f  factors  such as: compressive 
strength; b io log ica l  s tab i  1 i t y ;  rad ia t ion  s tab i  1 i t y  ; 
resistance t o  thermal cyc l ing ;  TCLP analysis resu l t s ;  
radi  onucl i de 1 eachabi 1 i t y  ; and sol  ubi 1 i t y  . 

Abi l i ty  t o  be Shipped: This sub-element assesses the  amount 
o f  addi t ional  treatment required t o  make the treatment 
residuals meet shi ppi ng requi rements . 
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1.1.4 Imp1 ementabi 1 i t y  

The i mpl ementabi 1 i t y  gui de assesses the ease and 1 i kel i hood of 
bringing a treatment facility or technology i n t o  operation w i t h i n  
the proposed schedule and estimated cost. 
t o  existing or proven treatment technologies and options and lower 

Existing facil i t ies 
should use this guide t o  evaluate the a v a i l a b i l i t y  of capacity t o  
meet the specific treatment requirements. Implementabi l i t y  guides 
give high ratings t o  technologies t h a t  can be designed, b u i l t ,  
demonstrated. and p u t  i n t o  production w i t h i n  specified schedules 
whi 1 e exhi bi t i  ng h i g h  1 eve1 s of maturity , development , and 
a v a i  1 abi  1 i t y  . 

System Implementabi 1 i ty :  Thi s sub-el ement assesses the abi  1 i t y  t o  
b u i l d ,  construct. or implement the treatment .option on the s i te .  
The demonstrability of the system is assessed by the ratio of the 
number of process sub-el ements previously demonstrated and 
validated i n  both ac tua l  and similar environments t o  the t o t a l  
number of sub-elements i n  the  treatment system. The technical 
analysis of alternatives should not be based on the presumed 

o f  failure, i n  either.qualitative or quantitative terms, should be 
made for each component technology and for the complete 
alternative process. The ranking of this sub-element should give 
preference t o  techno1 ogi es proven effective under conditions 
similar t o  those anticipated. 

I t  gives h i g h  ratings 
. 

. ratings t o  new or unproven technologies. 

' performance o f  untested methods. An estimate of the probability 

Ava i l ab i l i t y :  This sub-element assesses the fraction of time the 
system is available. considering labor and,materials as well as 
the frequency and complexity of necessary mai ntenance. 
Avai 1 a b i l i t y  is  decreased by technologies requiring frequent or 
compl ex operati on and maintenance acti vi t i  es as opposed t o  
technologies requiring straightforward (less) operation and 
maintenance. 

Scal abi 1 i t y :  Thi  s sub-el ement assesses the abi  1 i t y  t o  transfer the 
technology from bench scale or demonstration testing t o  fu l l  scale 
operation or vice versa. 
treatment system or technology can be scaled up t o  a larger 
capacity or down t o  a smaller capacity. 

I t  also addresses the ease w i t h  which  a 

Waste Management Schedule: This sub-element assesses the time 
requi red t o  process the waste, i ncl udi ng speci a1 studies , design, 
demonstrations , construction, permitting , and any other steps t h a t  
may be required t o  complete treatment of the waste. The sub- 
element is also affected by facility capacity limitations where a 
waste stream may not.be able t o  be treated for a lengthy period of 
time. 
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1.1.5 Stakeholder Concerns 

The stakeholder concerns guide assesses the a b i l i t y  o f  the e treatment option t o  sa t i s f y  concerns of the stakeholders. 
Recognition o f  stakeholder ' s  concerns i s i mportant t o  the progress 
o f  DOE'S waste management program and successful achievement o f  
target  dates. Stakeholders may include the 1 oca1 publ i c , publ i c 
near the intermediate and f i n a l  destinations of the waste. s ta te 
and local  governments, Indian t r i bes ,  Congress, Department o f  
Defense (DOD), and industry.  

Equity Concerns: This sub-element assesses the l i ke l ihood tha t  
equity concerns i n  the par t  o f  the s i t e ' s  regulators w i l l  a f fec t  
the plans f o r  the f a c i l i t y .  

Pub1 i c  Acceptance: This sub-element assesses the acceptabi 1 i t y  o f  
the plan and schedules by stakeholders. as well  as the adequacy o f  
the stakeholders involvement. A potent ia l  f o r  p o l i t i c a l  
controversy may a f fec t  publ i c acceptance and the publ i c ' s 
perceptions o f  a process could a f fec t  i t s  use. as could t r i b a l  
r i gh ts  and fu ture 1 and users associ ated wi th  technol ogy 
demonstrati on, deployment . and soci oeconomi c in terests  . 

1.1.6 L i  fe-Cycle Cost 

The 1 i fe-cycl  e cost guide i ncl  udes a1 1 factors re1 a t i  ng t o  ' t he  
l i fe -cyc le ,  mainta inabi l i ty ,  and the expected l i f e t i m e  o f  a 
proposed system. 
Waste Management Faci 1 i t i e s  Cost Information for M i  xed Low Level 
Waste". INEL. March 1994. actual FEMP project  cost estimates. 
information obtained. from other DOE s i tes and the "Mixed Waste 
Treatment Feas ib i l i t y " .  Westinghouse Materials Company o f  Ohio, 
March 1994. 

The cost estimates are based on " In ter im Report: 

1.1.7 Techno1 ogy Development 

The Technology Development guides encompass p r i  v a t i  z a t i  on concerns 
t o  be considered when eval ua t i  ng technol ogy devel opment opt i  ons . 
This guide assesses the value o f  a technology development a c t i v i t y  
or program t.0 the commercial sector. 

Market f o r  Technology: Thi s sub-el ement assesses the market 
ins ide and outside o f  the DOE complex'for the option under 
consi derat i  on. Thi s assessment i ncl  udes determi na t i  on o f  whether 
the development would be benef ic ia l  t o  others o r  whether there i s  
a potent ia l  f o r  commercialization o f  the technology or f a c i l i t y .  

Pr ivate Sector Involvement : This sub-element assesses the 
potent ia l  f o r  p r iva te  sector involvement i n  the development 
and marketing o f  the proposed process i n  a teaming 
arrangement w i th  DOE. The desire o f  a pr ivate company t o  
develop or ass is t  i n  the development of a process increases 
the d e s i r a b i l i t y  for  the development o f  that  process. 
Technologies and f a c i l i t i e s  may be developed and pr ivat ized 
by DOE t o  be operated by the pr ivate sector. 
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Ratings 

TABLE A -  1 

High Medi urn Low 

TREATMENT SELECTION GUIDES 

Regulatory Compliance A l l  process re la ted regulat ions 
are'met balance possibly being met cannot be met 

Most regulat ions are met with'the 

.through request f o r  variance 

Major i ty  o f  regulat ions 

I I 
I I 

ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH AND 
SAFETY 

Environmental/Publ i c  Health L i t t l e  or  no f a c i l i t y  emissions 
fo r  rout ine operations or  under 
a1 1 but the most catastrophic 
accidents 

L i t t l e  o r  no f a c i l i t y  emissions 
f o r  rout ine operations but 
s ign i f i can t  releases under most 
accident scenarios 

Marginally acceptable 
re1 eases under rout ine 
operations and/or 
extensi ve re1 eases under 

I 

Non-Operational Worker Health 
and Safety 

Operational Worker Health and 
Safety 

S ign i f i can t l y  less number o f  
workers required t o  construct 
and decommission a fac i  1 i t y  
w i th  the proposed process, as 
compared t o  other technologies, 
plus lower than average non- 
rout ine maintenance required 

S ign i f i can t l y  fewer workers 
p o t e n t i a l l y  exposed o r  
potent ia l  exposure much lower 
than average 

Average number o f  workers and 
non-routine maintenance required 

Average number o f  workers and 
potent ia l  exposure leve ls  

More complex than average 
f a c i l i t y  construct ion,  
non- r o u t i  ne maintenance 
and decommi s s i  oni ng 

Greater than average 
number o f  workers 
required or  greater than 
average potent ia l  
exposure t o  the work 
force 

A - 9  
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TABLE A - 1  (Cont'd) 

TREATMENT SELECTION GUIDES 

i a t i ngs  High Medi urn Low 

ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH AND SAFETY 

l ranspor tat ion R i s k  

Vol ume Reduction F x A O ~  of 5  ducti ion i n  vo l~~me 
o f  waste 

No t ransportat ion o f  t reated or  
untreated waste required 

Volume i s  maintained a t  1:l  a f t e r  
processing 

Volume i s  increased by a 
factor  o f  2 o r  greater 

Limited addi t ional  
character izat ion required t o  
sup o r t  t ransportat ion,  no new 
pac I: agi ng/cert i f i cat i on 
f a c i l i t i e s  required and l i m i t e d  
number o f  waste transports 
required 

S ign i f i can t  addi t ional  
waste character izat ion 
required f o r  
t ransportat ion,  new 
packagi ng/cert  i f i c a t  i on  
fac i  1 i t i e s  requi red, 
large number o f  waste 
transports needed 
large number o f  miles 
required f o r  each waste 
shipment 

Secondary Waste Generation Secondary waste that  i s  
generated i s  eas i l y  t reated 
using ex i s t i ng  techno1 ogies 

Secondary waste tha t  i s  generated 
has ex i s t i ng  technologies but 
that  technology requires 
modi f i cat  i on 

Secondary waste that  i s  
generated has no known 
technology f o r  treatment 

Destruction, Removal & 
Demobi 1 i za t i  on Ef f ic iency 

A l l  'o f  the appl icable LDR 
standards are met 

Additional LDR treatment i s  
required f o r  some o f  t he .  
const i tuents and technology 
ex i s t s  

Additional treatment i s  
required t o  meet 
requirements E technology 
does not e x i s t  o r  
reaui res modi f i c a t i  on 

F lex ib i  1 i t y  M i  n i  mal sys tem i nef  f i c i  enci es 
are experienced f o r  o f f -des ign 
i nout 

Off-design inputs are acceptable 
w i th  i n e f f i c i e n t  operations 

Special precautions must 
be taken t o  avoid o f f -  
desicln inDut 
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TABLE A - 1  (Cont'd) 

Ratings High 

TREATMENT SELECTION GUIDES 

Medi urn Low 

Final  Waste Form Meets the expected disposal WAC Residues require addi t ional  S ign i f i can t  addi t ional  
treatment i s required 
p r i o r  t o  disposal and/or 
technology does not e x i s t  

treatment t o  meet disposal WAC 
and technologies e x i s t  

A b i l i t y  t o  be Shipped Treatment residuals meet' Treatment residuals only require Treatment residuals 
shipping requirements without simple physical treatment t o  meet requi re  extensive 
any addi t ional  treatment shipping requirements treatment t o  meet 

shipping requirements 

System lmplementabi 1 i t y  

A v a i  1 abi 1 i t y  

Scalabi 1 i t y  

Schedule for  Waste Treatment 

A -11  

Most o f  the elements and 
process previously demonstrated been previous 1 y demonstrated demonstrated 

Faci 1 i t y  o f  system exh ib i t s  
superior r e l i a b i l i t y  t o  be 
avai lable wi th  minimal downtime the time o f  the t i m e  

Process can be eas i l y  expanded 
f o r  economies o f  scale 

Waste can be processed w i t h i n  
short t i m e  frame, schedule required time frame al lowing fo r  or  exceeds milestones f o r  
al lowing fo r  some slippage no slippage ' designated waste 

50% o r  less o f  the elements have 

Process i s  expected t o  be 
avai lable approximately 50% o f  

Process can accept a range o f  
input but has l i m i t a t i o n s  fo r  
expansion economies o f  scale 

Waste can be processed w i th in  

Elements have not been 

Process i s  expected t o  be 
avai lab le less than 20% 

Process i s  l i m i t e d  and 
cannot be expanded f o r  

C r i t i c a l  path approaches 
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Pub1 i c Acceptance Stakeholders accept the process 
and r i s k s  

Some stakeholder concerns that  
could a f f e c t  the successful 
u t i l i z a t i o n  o f  the technology 

S i  gni f i cant stakeholder 
concerns about process 



TABLE A - 1  (Cont'd) 

TREATMENT SELECTION GUIDES 

Ratings High Medi um Low 

11 L i f e -cyc le  Cost 

Market f o r  Technology 

Pr ivate Sector Involvement 

L i f e -cyc le  costs can be supported Line item funding 
supported w i th in  target  budget I w i th  greater than 10% increase i n  I required a t  high leve ls  
L i  fe-cyc le  costs can be I 
Numerous markets are i d e n t i f i e d  More than one market i s  No markets or  needs are 
w i th in  and outside DOE i d e n t i f i e d  w i t h i n  and outside DOE i d e n t i f i e d  

Pr ivate sector technology A pr i va te  sector par ty  has 
company i s  i d e n t i f i e d  w i th  expressed and in te res t ,  however 
experience and in te res t .  The has l i t t l e  o r  no experience i n  
company has experience i n  t h i s  type o f  a c t i v i t y  o r  
permi t ti ng a c t i  v i  t i e s  . permi t t ing processes. 

No pr i va te  sector 
companies have expressed 
an i n te res t  o r  a need f o r  
the technology. 
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2.0 A1 ternat i ves Identi f i cation and Eval u a t  i on 
.. c 
It 1 2 1 2  

Detailed evaluations of the eight DOE Preferred Options (POs) for the 
FEMP waste stream are presented i n  Sections 2 . 1  through 2.8.  A t  the 
FEMP. projects w i l l  be used t o  implement POs. 
management tool for p l a n n i n g .  budgeting, and scheduling implementation 
o f  a Preferred Option.  A project may conta in  one or more preferred 
opt ion(s ) .  Cost estimates and scheduling information for FEMP waste 
streams were developed using project costs. The Preferred Options are 
presented w i t h  the FEMP projects which implement each of the Preferred 
Opt i ons . 

Projects are the 

2.1 PO - Hydrofluoric Acid (HF) Neutralization System 

Option Descr i p t  i on 

The Hydrofluoric Acid (HF) Neutralization System was chosen as the 
Preferred Opt ion  to , t rea t  the waste stream listed i n  the 
Background Volume. Table 1. This system w i l l  be implemented 
through the HF RCRA Closure Project which is  being conducted as a 
RCRA Closure of a Hazardous Waste Management U n i t  ( H W M U ) .  The 
Closure P lan  and Information Data ( C P I D )  which describes the HF 
Neutralization System was approved by the OEPA i n  February 1995. 

The system for the treatment of the HF will  consist of elementary 
neutralization i n  an existing t a n k  by the a d d i t i o n  of a lime 
slurry. The neutralized solids will be fi l tered,  dried, and 
managed as low level waste. The f i l t ra te  wi l l  be processed 
through the FEMP Wastewater Treatment System (WWTS) for discharge 
under the existing NPDES permit. 

The treatment process(es1 necessary t o  treat the waste stream and 
meet the LDR treatment standard is illustrated i n :  

1. Treatment Train 0 

This treatment train and the LDR treatment standard are identified 
i n  Appendix C .  

Option Eval uat  ion Summary 

The HF Neutralization System i s  a n  active RCRA Closure and 
therefore was chosen as the PO for this waste stream. 
necessary for this project exists on-site and  i s  available for the 
processing of this waste stream. Implementation of this option 
w i l l  meet the LDR treatment standard for this waste stream. 

Equipment 

The evaluation of the HF Neutralization System a g a i n s t  other 
options was'completed i n  the Closure P l a n  process. The CPID for 
this project is  available i n  the Publ ic  Reading Room a t  the P E I C .  
10845 Hami lton-Cleves Highway. Harrison, Ohio. 45030. 
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- Cost Estimate 4: \ *  -'r 
.c b 
"' 

HF RCRA Closure * 
RCRA C1 osure P1 ann i  ng 

Bench-Scale Testing 
Engi neeri ng Design 
Construction and Testing 

1 A cost estimate was prepared for the Preferred Option. 

Cost i n  Dollars 

206,330 
39,558 

383,193 
363.691 

1 I 11 

System Operation 
C1 osure Certification 
Risk Budget 

228,310 
7,850 

35,000 

Basis o f  Cost Estimate 

The cost estimate was prepared by the FEMP based on the scheduled 
project completion i n  FY 95. The cost estimate includes 
procurement, construction. treatment. waste hand1 ing  and disposal , 
and f i n a l  closure o f  the HWMU. 

A- 14 
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2.2 PO --Uranyl N i t r a t e  Hexahydrate (UNH) Treatment System 
Option Descr ipt ion 1 2 1 2  
The Uranyl N i t r a t e  Hexahydrate (UNH) Treatment System was chosen 
as the Preferred Option t o  t r e a t  t h e  waste stream l i s t e d  i n  t h e  

through the UNH Neutra l izat ion System Pro ject  which i s  being 
conducted under CERCLA Removal Action #20. Faci 1 i t i e s  f o r  
treatment e x i s t  a t  the FEMP and are cu r ren t l y  being upgraded p r i o r  
t o  t r e a t i n g  the UNH. Treatment w i l l  consist  of n e u t r a l i z a t i o n  and 
p r e c i p i t a t i o n  fol lowed by f i l t r a t i o n  t o  remove the  s o l i d s .  
Treatment of the aqueous po r t i on  w i l l  be completed through the  
FEMP WWTS and so l i ds  w i l l  be managed as low l e v e l  rad ioact ive 
waste. 

. Background Volume. Table 2.  This system is  being implemented 

The treatment process necessary t o  t r e a t  the waste stream and meet 
the LDR treatment standards i s  i l l u s t r a t e d  i n :  . 

1. Treatment Train N 

This treatment t r a i n  and the  LDR treatment standards are 
i dent i  f i  ed i n Appendi x C . 

Option Evaluation Summary 

The UNH Treatment System was chosen as the  Preferred Option f o r  
t h i s  waste stream t o  r e f l e c t  the on-going CERCLA Removal Act ion 
#20. Implementation o f  t h i s  Preferred Option w i l l  meet t h e  LDR 
treatment standards for the waste stream. A l te rna te  options were 
evaluated during the se lect ion o f  a Preferred Option under the  UNH 
Removal Act ion process. 

A revised schedule for the UNH p ro jec t  was submitted by the  DOE t o  
the USEPA and the  OEPA i n  February 1995. 
informat ion has been incorporated i n t o  the  Plan Volume. The 
estimated cost of the UNH Neutra l izat ion System Pro jec t ,  based on 
current p ro jec t  planning e f f o r t s .  funding considerations, and OEPA 
approval , i s  $14.400.000. 

Revised schedule 

A- 15 
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UNH Neutralization System Cost in Dollars 

C a p i t a l  
Operat i ons 
Disposal 

These costs represent estimates based on current project p l a n n i n g  
Cost estimates are being revised t o  a l i g n  w i t h  new schedules. No 
annualized cost has been prepared, pending schedule and cost 
revi si ons . 

8.200.000 

5,000,000 
1,200,000 
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2.3 PO - Thorium Nitrate Treatment System T2P2 

Opt i on Descr i pt i on 

The Thori um Ni t ra te  Treatment System was chosen as the Preferred 
Option t o  t r e a t  the waste stream l i s t e d  i n  the Background Volume, 
Table 3. The FEMP has proposed t o  i n i t i a t e  t h i s  pro ject  under the 
regulatory author i ty  o f  CERCLA Removal Action #9. 

Neutral i za t i  on/Stabi 1 i za t i  on would blend the t h o r i  um n i t r a t e  
so lut ion w i th  a neutra l iz ing agent. The neutral ized product would 
then be combined w i th  an appropriate s tab i l i z i ng  agent t o  achieve 
a dry non-reactive product. The product would be managed as low 
level  radioactive waste. 
require the construction o f  a treatment system. The primary 
elements o f  the system would include: 1) agitated neutra l izat ion 
tank, 2) thorium n i t r a t e  t ransfer  p ip ing and equipment, 3) 
neutra l izat ion agent introduct ion equipment, 4) neutral ized 
product t ransfer  equipment, 5) s tab i l i za t i on  agent/blending 
equi pment and 6 )  containers and hand1 i ng equi pment for  shipment 
and disposal o f  the s tab i l i zed  product. 

The treatment process necessary. t o  t r e a t  the waste stream and meet 
LDR treatment standards i s i 11 ustrated i n  : 

Implementation o f  t h i s  process would 

1. Treatment Train P 

This treatment t ra in  and the LDR treatment standards are 
i den t i f i ed  i n  Appendix C. 

Option Eva1 uat i on Summary 

The Thorium N i t ra te  Treatment System i s  an act ive on-s i te  option 
and therefore was chosen as the PO f o r  t h i s  waste stream. Since 
the PSTP was submitted. the t r e a t a b i l i t y  study f o r  the thorium 
n i t r a t e  was completed and Neutralization/Stabilization was 
selected as the treatment technology. 

I 



Cost Estimate 

Thori um N i t ra te  Treatment System 

Treatabi 1 i t y  

A cost estimate was prepared f o r  the Preferred Option. 

Cost i n  Dol 1 ars 

17,500 

I 

Project Management 

Des i gn 

CERCLA Removal Action ##9 
Construction (Vendor) 

Operat i ons 
Decontami nation/Cert i  f i c a t i o n  

Waste Management 

338,500 
86,600 

80,700 
1,112,500 

456,900 
167,300 
110,500 

I 

Total Cost I 2,370,500 

Basis o f  Cost Estimate 

The 
a r e  
The 
bas 

costs represent the i n i t i a l  s o l i d i f i c a t i o n  cost estimate and 
subject t o  change when the vendor subcontract i s  f ina l i zed .  
funding leve l  f o r  t h i s  pro ject  has been established on the 
s o f  the i n i t i a l  estimate fo r  s o l i d i f i c a t i o n .  
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2.4 PO - Wastewater Treatment 2 

Option Description 1 2 1 2  
Wastewater Treatment was chosen as the Preferred O p t i o n  t o  treat  
the various waste streams listed i n  the Background Volume, Table 
4.  The Preferred Option wi l l  only be used t o  treat aqueous waste 
streams. The Opt ion  w i l l  be implemented as part of the L i q u i d  
Mixed Waste Project through u t i l i z a t i o n  o f  the FEMP WWTS. 

Some aqueous wastes may be directly introduced i n t o  the FEMP WWTS 
Others may require pretreatment prior t o  introduction t o  the 
system. Treatment of these waste streams will occur i n  a n  
existing on-site facil i ty.  Liquids w i l l  be bulked, tested, and a 
determination made whether they are acceptable for the FEMP WWTS. 
The FEMP WWTS wi l l  receive only aqueous liquids t h a t  can 
effectively be treated t o  meet the discharge limits of the 
exi s t  i ng NPDES permi t . 

The treatment process necessary t o  treat the waste streams and 
achieve the LDR treatment standards i s  illustrated i n :  

1. Treatment Train A 

This  treatment train and the LDR treatment standards are 
identified i n  Appendix C .  

The FEMP WWTS i s  currently operating and capable of treating 
aqueous waste streams t o  meet requirements of the NPDES permit. 
The FEMP i s  currently working on consolidation and replacement of 
the FEMP WWTS. The newly constructed wastewater treatment system, 
the FEMP Advanced Wastewater Treatment (AWWT) , i n i  t i  ated start-up 
activities i n  January 1995. 

Option Evalua t ion  Summary 

P0tent.i a1 treatment options for FEMP mi xed waste streams 
identified i n  Table 4 of the Background Volume include the 
fo l  1 owi ng : 

FEMP Wastewater Treatment System (Preferred Option) . 
Ohio Mobile Incinerator (Viable Opt ion )  
Portsmouth Wastewater Treatment System (Vi able Opt ion)  
Ohio  Mobile Chemical Treatment System (Viable Option) 
Portsmouth Evaporation 
FEMP U N H  Treatment System 
Portsmouth Metal Removal / S t a b i  1 i zat i  on 
TSCA Incinerator 
FEMP Hydrofluoric Acid Neutralization System 

A-19 



The FEMP WWTS was chosen as the Preferred Option because i t  is 
currently operating and capable of treating aqueous waste streams 

I t  is  the most cost 
effective treatment opt ion for the FEMP waste. The mixed waste 
will  not require transportation t o  an off-si te facil i ty.  
Supplemental information on the basis for selection of the FEMP 
NWTS is  provided i n  Section 3 .2 .  

.*.! t o  meet requirenents of the NPDES permit. 

The Ohio  Mobile Incinerator was not chosen because i t  i s  the least . 
cost effective opt ion considered. The option i s  not readily 
available. lengthy delays are expected i n  implementation, and 
pub1 i c acceptance i s expected t o  be negati ve. 

The Portsmouth Wastewater Treatment System was not chosen because 
i t  would incur add i t iona l  risks due t o  transportation t o  an off- 
s i t e  location, equity issues would need t o  be addressed and i t  
could have lengthy delays i n  implementation. 

The Ohio Mobile Chemical Treatment System was. not chosen because 
the technology would not significantly reduce the volume of mixed 
waste, waste from the system would require add i t iona l  treatment 
and i t  would be more expensive t h a n  the current FEMP WWTS. 

Evaluation o f  Viable Options 

The following viable options were evaluated a g a i n s t  the FEMP WWTS: 

Ohi o Mobi 1 e Incinerator 
Portsmout h Wastewater Treatment System 
Ohio Mobi le  Chemical Treatment System 

A comparison of these evaluations i s  summarized i n  Figure A-4. 
The differences i n  ratings are summarized below: 

Ohio Mobile Incinerator - The Ohio Mobile Incinerator i s  a concept 
developed by the Ohio  Work Group and consists of a vendor supplied 
thermdl destruction u n i t  t o  be located a t  one or more o f  the Ohio  
si tes for the incineration o f  mixed waste. No specific si te(s1 or 
vendor ( s  ) has been consi dered . 

The following criteria rated lower t h a n  the Preferred Option: 

Public Acceptance - The local public i s  expected t o  react 
negatively t o  the establishment of an incinerator a t  the 
FEMP or elsewhere i n  Ohio.  

A v a i l a b i l i t y  - Establishment of a mobile incinerator would 
requi re addressi ng permitting issues , contracts, and 
mobi 1 i za t i  on of the equipment . 

PSTP - Appendix A 000230 A-20 # STP-001 Rev 1 
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b T g n z  Schedule for Waste Treatment - The establishment of a mo i 
incinerator i s  estimated t o  take no less t h a n  three years 
for permitting , procurement, and construction. The FEMP 
WWTS is currently available and would support the schedule 
of the current project. 

Life-Cycle Cost - A mobile incinerator would incur 
significantly higher cost due t o  procurement and 
mobi 1 i z a t i  on. 

Portsmouth Wastewater Treatment Svstem - The Portsmouth Wastewater 
Treatment System (WWTS) consists of a new ( t o  be constructed) 
faci 1 i t y  located a t .  the Portsmouth Gaseous Di ffusi on P1 a n t  i n  
P i  keton, Ohi  0 .  

The Portsmouth WWTS rated lower t h a n  the Preferred Option i n  the 
fol 1 owing cri teri a .  

Transportation Risks - Addi t iona l  risks would be incurred 
due t o  off-site transportation of the waste. 

Public Acceptance - Portsmouth stakeholders would likely 
have a negative reaction t o  recejving waste from another 
s i te  when treatment is readily available a t  the generator's 
s i te .  

3 

Equity Issues - Sending the waste t o  another facility raises 
potenti a l  regional equity i ssues. 

. Schedule for Waste Treatment - A v a i l a b i l i t y  of the u n i t  t o  
treat FEMP waste would negatively impact current project 
scheduling. 
wastes woul d severely impact schedul i ng . 

Permitting of the u n i t  t o  accept off-si te 

Ohio Mobile Chemical Treatment Svstem - The Ohio Mobile Chemical 
Treatment System is  a concept developed by the Ohio Work Group 
consisting of various units described i n  Section 2 .6 .  The units 
would be located a t  one or more of the Ohio s i tes .  No specific 
s i t e ( s )  or vendor(s) has been considered. 

The following criteria rated lower t h a n  the  Preferred Opt ion:  

Volume Reduction - The volume of waste for disposal would 
not  be si gni f i  can t ly  reduced. 

Secondary Waste Generati on .- Secondary waste requi ring 
a d d i t i o n a l  treatment would be generated. 

Life-Cycle Cost - Chemical Treatment would'  incur higher cost 
t o  establish on-site. 

A -*2 1 
P S r p  - 4pp.endi x A 
# STP-001 ' ' Rev 1 

' 00823% 



% b, <- . . - ,,-k "t'; _ .  3, , h3 
Other Opt i on Eva1 uat i ons 

In a d d i t i o n  t o  the options which were evaluated above. the 
following facil i t ies were removed from consideration due t o  the 
i n a b i l i t y  t o  meet LDR treatment standards for the waste streams: 

Portsmouth 'Evaporation 
FEMP U N H  Treatment System 
Portsmouth Metal Removal /S tab i  1 i zation 
FEMP Hydrofluoric Acid Neutralization System 

The TSCA Incinerator was not evaluated further due t o  equity 
issues. The use of the TSCA Incinerator creates the potential for 
state-to-state equity issues between Ohio and Tennessee. 
Therefore. only on-site and i n  state options were evaluated for 
the i dent i f i ed waste s t  reams. Suppl ementa 1 i nformat i on support i ng 
this opt ion  evaluation is' provided i n  Section 3.2. 
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a CRITERIA 

REGULATORY 
COMPLIANCE 

ENVIRONMENTAL/ 
PUBLIC HEALTH 

NON -OPERATIONAL 
WORKER HEALM AND 
SAFETY 

OPERATIONAL WORKER 
HEALTH AND SAFETY 

a 

FEMP OHIO MOBILE PORTS OHIO MOBILE 
WWTS INCINERATOR WWTS CHEMICAL TREATMENT 

SYSTEM 

H H H H 

H H H H 

H H H H 

M M M M 

' C  
F i g u r e  A - 4  

TRANSPORTATION RISK 

PUB L I C ACCEPTANCE 

EQUITY ISSUES 

VOLUME REDUCTION 

SECONDARY WASTE 
GENERATION 

H H M H 

H L M H 

H H M H 

H H H M 

H H H M 

FLEXIBIL ITY 

FINAL WASTE FORM 

DESTRUCTION, 
REMOVAL & 
DEMOBILIZATION 

M H M H 

H H H H 

I H  
ABILITY TO BE 
SHIPPED 

SYSTEM 
IMPLEMENTABI LITY 

AVAILABILITY 

H 

H H H H 

H H H H 

H M H H 

H 

SCALAE! I L I T Y  

SCHEDULE FOR WASTE 
TREATMENT 

LIFE-CYCLE COST 

H 

H H H H 

H M M H 

H L H M 

MARKET FOR 
TECHNOLOGY 

H H H H 

PRIVATE SECTOR 
INVOLVEMENT 

L H L H 

T r e a t m e n t  S e l e c t i o n .  Guide R a t i n q  ( T a b l e  A -1 )  

H - H i g h  
M - Medium 
L - Low 

1 2  1'2 

, I  
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FEMP W S  

Treatment cost (83/m3> 

Total Cost 

Cost in Dol 1 ars 
100 

100 

Note: Cost estimate based on INEL Interim Report d a t a .  The cost 
used is  estimated cost for a small generator. 

OHIO MOBILE INCINERATOR 

Treatment cost (869. OOO/m3) 

Total Cost 

It I l i  

Cost in Dollars 
1,393,800 

1.393.800 

t !I 11 PORTS WWTS I Cost in ~011ars 
Treatment cost (8475/m3) 
Transportation 

10,000 

2.000 

OHIO MOBILE CHEMICAL TREATMENT 

Treatment cost ($27,  500/m3) 

Note: Cost estimate i s  based on cost d a t a  from Portsmouth PSTP 
(per Radian Corporation). 

Cost in Dollars 

555,500 

I, 1 

Total Cost 555,500 

Note: 
vol ume. 

Cost is  based on estimated project cost t o  treat per u n i t  

* All costs represent the t o t a l  cost for treatment. 
assumed t o  be completed i n  one year, therefore. the t o t a l  cost i s  equal 
t o  an annualized cost. 

The treatment is 
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2.5 PO - Ohio Mobile Stabilization System lib 1 2 1 2  
Option Description 

The Ohio Mobi 1 e Stabi 1 i z a t i  on System was chosen as t h e  Preferred 
Option t o  t r e a t  the waste streams l i s t e d  i n  the  Background Volume. 
Table 5. The Ohio Mobile S t a b i l i z a t i o n  System i s  the FEMP 
implementation o f  the Ohio Option and w i l l  p r i m a r i l y  use 
cementation t o  meet LDR treatment standards. 

The FEMP. Portsmouth, R M I  and USEC have wastes f o r  which 
s t a b i l i z a t i o n  has been i d e n t i f i e d  as the Preferred Option. 
Engineering and t r e a t a b i l i t y  study informat ion f o r  mobile 
s t a b i l i z a t i o n  w i l l  be shared w i t h  t h e  other s i t e s  as an 
a l t e r n a t i v e  t o  t ranspor tat ion of wastes t o  those s i t e s  f o r  
treatment. As procurement speci fi c a t i  ons are devel oped, that  
language w i l l  be shared w i t h  other Ohio s i t e s .  

I n  add i t i on  t o  FEMP mixed wastes, B a t t e l l e  has i d e n t i f i e d  a s m a l l  
volume o f  mixed waste t o  be t rea ted  a t  t he  FEMP, using the Ohio 
Mobi 1 e Stabi 1 i z a t i  on System Preferred Opti on. 

The treatment processes necessary t o  t r e a t  t he  waste streams and 
meet LDR treatment standards are i l l u s t r a t e d  i n :  

1. Treatment Tra in  D 
2 .  Treatment Tra in  E - (Sol ids p o r t i o n  only)  

These treatment t r a i n s  and the LDR treatment standards are 
i d e n t i f i e d  i n  Appendix C .  

Opt i ons Eva1 uat i on Summary 

Potent i  a1 treatment options f o r  FEMP m i  xed waste streams 
i d e n t i f i e d  i n  Table 5 of t he  Background Volume inc lude t h e  
fo l l ow ing :  

Ohio Mobile S t a b i l i z a t i o n  System (Preferred Option) 
Ohio Mobile Chemical Treatment System (Viable Option) 
FEMP UNH Treatment System 
FEMP Wastewater Treatment System 
Portsmouth Evaporation 
Mercury Treatment 
Ohi o Mobi 1 e I n c i  nerator 
Mound Packed Bed Reactor 
Portsmouth B i  ol ogi ca l  Treatment 
TSCA Inc inerator  
FEMP MAWS 

The Ohio Mobi 1 e Stabi 1 i z a t i  on System was chosen as t h e  Preferred 
Option because LDR requirements can be met f o r  these mixed waste 
streams using .avai lable. proven technology and e x i s t i n g  mobile 
vendors. Add i t i ona l l y ,  i t  i s  the  most t i m e l y  and cost e f f e c t i v e  
treatment o f  a l l  the options i d e n t i f i e d  and evaluated. The 
Stabi 1 i zat ion Project  i s  cu r ren t l y  i n  the  t rea tab i  1 i t y  study phase 
w i t h  treatment planned for 1995. 
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- ., ,.. 2'. i .  The Ohio Mobile Chemical Treatment System .was no t  chosen because 
i t  w i l l  require a n  a d d i t i o n a l  treatment step, i s  less cost- :.. ./ .I. 

effective, and may require a d d i t i o n a l  delays i n  implementation 
relative t o  the Ohio Mobile S t a b i l i z a t i o n  System. 

0 s ' :  

Evaluat ion o f  Viable Options 

The following viable opt ion wa.s evaluated a g a i n s t  the Ohio  Mobile 
Stabi  1 i zation System: 

Ohio Mobi 1 e Chemi cal Treatment System 

A comparison of this evaluation is  summarized i n  Figure A-5.  The 
differences i n  rating are summarized below: 

Ohio  Mobile Chemical Treatment Svstem - The Ohio Mobile Chemical 
Treatment System i s  a concept developed by the Ohio Work Group 
consisting of various units described i n  Section 2 .6 .  
would be located a t  one or more of the Ohio s i tes .  
s i t e ( s )  or vendor(s1 has been considered. . 

This  system rated lower t h a n  the Preferred Option i n  the following 
cri teria.  

The uni ts  
No specific 

Destruction, Removal . and Demobi 1 i z a t i  on - These waste . 
streams would require stabilization as a secondary treatment 
t o  meet disposal facility waste acceptance cri teria i f  
treated through the Ohio Mobile Chemical Treatment System. 

Schedule for Waste Treatment - Adding the a d d i t i o n a l  step o f  
chemical treatment would unnecessarily extend the schedule 
for these waste streams t o  be treated. 

Life-Cycle Cost - The chemical treatment process i s  an  order 
of  magnitude less cost effective t h a n  the Preferred Option 
of s t a b i  1 i za t i  on.  
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Other Option Eva1 uations 
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ib 7 2 1 2 '  
I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  the options w h i c h  were evaluated above, 
the fol 1 owing faci 1 i t i  es were eval uated and removed 
from consideration due t o  the i n a b i l i t y  t o  meet the 
LDR treatment standards: 

FEMP UNH Treatment System 
FEMP Wastewater Treatment System 
Portsmouth Evaporation 
Mercury Treatment 
Ohio Mobile Incinerator 
Mound Packed Bed Reactor 
Portsmouth Bi ol ogi cal Treatment 
TSCA Incinerator 

The MANS option was not evaluated due t o  limitations i n  the 
process rate. The volume o f  FEMP wastes would requi re 
approximately 10 years t o  treat through the MAWS u n i t .  The 
current project schedule i s  for treatment t o  be accomplished i n  
one year. 
3 .1 .  

Supplemental information on MAWS is  provided i n  Section 
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Figure A - 5  

Comparison o f  Options for Ohio Mobile Stabilization System 
Preferred Option 

{ I ;  - j I .. 
\"  

6 

Treatment Selection Guide Ratinq (Table A - 1 )  

H. - High 
M - Medium 
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and Ohio Mobile Chemlcal Treatment System and are based on actuai 
project cost estimates. Annualized costs were developed based on the 
respective project schedule presented i n  the Background Volume. 
disposal costs were not included i n  either estimate. 

LLW 

Studies & Bench Scale 
Demonst rat i on 
Production Faci 1 i t y  
O&M 

11 Ohio Mobi 1 e Stabi 1 i zati on System I Cost i n  ~011ars 
, , 

750,000 
160,000 
810.000 

1,330.000 
Total Cost 3,050,000 

Ohio Mobile 
Stabilization Svstem 

YEAR I CAPITAL 

Annual Budget i n  
Dol 1 ars 

Annual Budget i n  
Dol 1 ars 

I 
OPERATING 

I 

2 2,140,000 

11 Ohio Mobile Chemical Treatment I Cost i n  ~ o l l a r s  II 

Treatment cost ($27,  500/m3) 
Total Cost 

10,752,500 
10,752,500 

Note: Treatment cost per u n i t  volume based on actual project cost 
est i mate . 

Ohio Mobile Chemical Annual Budget i n  
Treatment System Dol 1 ars 

CAPITAL 

1. e 
2.688.125 
2.688.125 

Note: Treatment cost based on calculated treatment cost per u n i t  
vol ume. 
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2.6 PO - Ohio Mobile Chemical Treatment System 

Option Description 

The Ohio Mobile Chemical Treatment System was chosen as the 
Preferred Option t o  treat the waste streams listed i n  the 
Background Volume. Table 6. These waste streams are scheduled for 
treatment under the Chemical Treatment Project using currently 
a v a i  1 ab1 e techno1 ogi es ana ex1 s t i  ng mobi 1 e vendors augmented by 
existing on-site facil i t ies.  Uti l izat ion of the mobile vendor 
option a t  the FEMP allows for timely i n p u t  i n  managing the diverse 
wastes involved i n  this project and limits transportation risks. 
The Ohio  Mobile Chemical Treatment System i s  the FEMP 
implementation of the Ohio Option. The FEMP wil l  share 
engineering and other information w i t h  other Ohio DOE si tes . 

The Ohio Mobile Chemical Treatment System requires the u t i l i z a t i o n  
of one or more technologies t o  adequately treat the wastes t o  meet 
LDR treatment standards. 
equipment . The treatment techno1 ogi es may i ncl ude, b u t  are no t  
limited t o ,  the following: 

The technologies requi re simi 1 ar 

Chemical/Wet Air Oxidat ion - used t o  destroy organics i n  
sol i d  waste streams 

Deactivation' - used t o  treat reactive characteristics of 
waste, thereby creating a non-hazardous waste 

Macroencapsul a t i  on - u t i  1 i zed as a means of immobi 1 i z a t i  on ,  
primarily of metals waste 

Pressurized Container Puncture U n i t  - used t o  puncture 
aerosol cans and gas  containers t o  facil i tate removal of 
1 i qui  d contents 

Neutral i zat i  on/Preci p i  t a t i  on - used t o  treat acidic , caustic 
and metals laden waste 

Amalgamation - used t o  treat elemental mercury and mercury 
contaminated waste 

PSTP - b w n d i x  A 
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Ohio Mobile Chemical Treatment Sub-system Description 

The Ohio Mobile Chemical Treatment System has been divided i n t o  
six sub-systems each o f  which implement one of the six treatment 
technologies. The waste streams have been categorized i n t o  the 
six sub-systems based on LDR treatment standards. The six sub- 
systems along w i t h  the waste category assigned t o  each are 
d i  scussed bel ow. 

/ 

Chemical/Wet Air Oxidation U n i t  - The general waste category 
assigned t o  this sub-system i s  Solids w i t h  Organics. 
for treatment.wil1 be established following treatability studies 
of various representative samples of wastes. 

The treatment processes necessary t o  treat the waste streams and 
meet LDR treatment standards are i 11 ustrated i n :  

Processes 

1. Treatment Train G 
2 .  Treatment Train I 

These treatment trains and the LDR treatment standards are 
identified i n  Appendix C .  

Deactivation U n i t  - The general waste category assigned t o  this 
sub-system is Reactive Metals. 
standard for these waste streams. 

Deactivation i s  the LDR treatment 

The treatment process necessary t o  treat the waste streams and 
meet LDR treatment standards i s  illustrated i n :  

1. Treatment Train F 

This  treatment train and the LDR treatment standards are 
identified i n  Appendix C .  

Ohio Mobile Macroencapsul ation U n i t  - The general waste category 
assigned t o  this sub-system i s  Elemental Lead, Batteries & Debris 
w i t h  Lead. Macroencapsulation wi l l  be utilized as a means of 
immobilization for disposal of a limited number o f  waste streams. 
Several of these waste streams (such as lead-acid and nickel- 
cadmium batteries) have been identified t o  be recycled i f  
radi ologi cal decontami n a t i o n  can be accompl i shed. 
Macroencapsulation U n i t  i s  the FEMP implementation o f  the Ohio 
Opt ion .  Waste streams requiring macroencapsulation exist a t  the 
FEMP, Battelle and Mound. 

The Ohio Mobi 1 e 

The treatment process necessary t o  treat the waste streams and 
meet LDR treatment standards is illustrated i n :  

1. Treatment Train J 

Th i s  treatment train and the LDR treatment standards are 
identified i n  Appendix C .  
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Pressurized Container Puncture Unit - The general waste categiry 
assigned t o  this sub-system i s  Compressed Gas. There is a single 
waste stream of pressurized containers (i . e . ,  aerosol cans) t o  be 
treated. The volume i s  currently a single drum. Five year volume 
i s  calculated t o  be a n  a d d i t i o n a l  1 1/2 drums. No Ohio Option 
exists for th i s  sub-system. The u n i t  is  currently a t  the FEMP and 
i s  operational. 

1 2  .I 2 

The treatment process necessary t o  treat the waste stream and meet 
LDR treatment standards is  i 11 ustrated i n :  

1. Treatment Train L 

This  treatment train and the LDR treatment standards are 
identjfied i n  Appendix C .  

Neutral ization/PreciDitation Unit - The general waste category 
assigned t o  this sub-system is Solids/Liquids with Metals. This 
general waste category consists of several waste streams. 
Neutralization i s  the LDR treatment standard for one waste stream, 
the  others are concentration based. 

The treatment process necessary t o  treat the waste stream and meet 
LDR treatment standards i s  illustrated i n :  

1. Treatment Train H 

This treatment train and the LDR treatment standards are 
identified i n  Appendix C .  

Ohio Mobile Amalqamation Unit - The general waste category 
assigned t o  this sub-system is Elemental Mercury & Debris with 
Mercury. Amalgamation is the  LDR treatment standard and will  be 
u t i  1 ized t o  immobi 1 ize a number o f  waste streams. The Ohio Mobi 1 e 
Amalgamation Unit  i s  the FEMP implementation of the Ohio Option.  
Waste streams requi ring amal gamati on exi st a t  the FEMP, Battell e ,  
Mound, Portsmouth and USEC. 

The treatment proc,ess necessary t o  treat the waste streams and 
meet LDR treatment standards i s  illustrated i n :  

1. Treatment Train M 

Th i s  treatment train and the LDR treatment standards are 
ident'fied i n  further d e t a i l  i n  Appendix C .  
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k;' Option Evaluation Summary 

Potential treatment options f o r  FEMP mixed-waste 
Table 6 o f  the Background Volume include the f o l  

. -  

streams 
owi ng : 

dent i f ied  i n  

Ohio Mobi l e  Chemical Treatment System (Preferred Opt 
Ohio Mobile Incinerator (Viable Option) 
TSCA Incinerator (Viable Option) 
Ohio Mobile S tab i l i za t ion  System (Viable Option) 
Portsmouth Wastewater Treatment System 
FEMP UNH Treatment System 
FEMP Hydrofluoric Acid Neutral izat ion System 
Portsmouth Evaporation 
Mound Packed Bed Reactor 
FEMP Wastewater Treatment System 
LANL Mobile Amalgamation Unit  
LANL Mobi l e  Decontamination T r a i  l e r  

on 1 e 

The Ohio Mobile Chemical Treatment System was chosen as the Preferred 
Option because t h i s  option allows for the treatment o f  the designated 
waste t o  meet LDR treatment standards on-s i te  wi th medium cost 
effectiveness re la t i ve  t o  other options. The use o f  the Ohio Mobile 
Chemical Treatment System a1 so provides an equi tab1 e sol u t i  on f o r  Ohio 
and other states when comparing t h i s  option wi th  out-of-state treatment 
options. The Ohio Mobile Chemical Treatment System w i l l  t r ea t  debris 
and sol i d waste which could potenti  a1 l y  use i nci nerat i  on techno1 ogi es . 
Supplemental information supporting t h i s  option evaluation i s  provided 
i n  Section 3.2.  This option was chosen t o  expedite the FEMP treatment 
schedule. ?he FEMP has started the process f o r  i den t i f y i ng  vendors t o  
provide chemi cal treatment services . 

The Ohio Mobile Incinerator Option was not chosen f o r  those waste 
streams i d e n t i f i e d  f o r  the Chemical/Wet A i r  Oxidation sub-system. This 
opt ion i s  the l e a s t  cost e f fec t i ve  and i s  expected t o  lack publ ic 
acceptance. 

The TSCA Incinerator option was not chosen because o f  potent ia l  s ta te-  
t o -s ta te  equity issues. The TSCA Incinerator i s  l im i ted  t o  the 
inc inerat ion o f  l i q u i d  waste streams. Modifications t o  the TSCA 
Inc inerator  i n  order t o  incinerate so f t  sol ids have been estjmated a t  
$15,000,000. The modifications are not funded. Incinerat ion o f  those 
wastes i d e n t i f i e d  for the ChemicaUWet A i r  Oxidation sub-system t o  t r e a t  
the hazardous component would receive less benef i t  i n  terms o f  volume 
reduction and treatment residue re1 a t i  ve t o  the i nci  nerat i  on o f  organi c 
l i qu ids  which have been i d e n t i f i e d  f o r  treatment a t  the TSCA 
Inc inerator .  Ash and residue management a t  the TSCA Incinerator i s  
reduced s ign i f i can t l y  by reducing the sol ids content sent t o  the TSCA 
I n c i  nerator. Supplemental information on the deci s i  on-maki ng process 
u t i l i z e d  i n  determining the FEMP mixed wastes t o  be sent t o  the TSCA 
I n c i  nerator i s provided i n Secti on 3.2. 
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c Ohio Mobile S t a b i l i z a t i o n  System was not  chosen t o  treat  waste 
identified i n  the Ohio  Mobile Chemical Treatment System because t h k *  
technology does meet the LDR treatment standards for identified 
waste. The opt ion  was only compared t o  three applicable sub-systems 
w i t h i n  the Ohio Mobile Chemical Treatment System. This opt ion was no t  
chosen for treating elemental lead. batteries. and debris w i t h  lead, 
reactive metals, or solid/liquids w i t h  metals because of the volume 
increase. the requirement of a d d i t i o n a l  treatment steps, and 
inflexibility of the system. 

12'41 2 
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r c -  - Evaluation o f  Viable Options 
The v iab le  options evaluated f o r  each sub-system are l i s t e d  below. 

Chemi ca l  /Wet A i  r Oxidation Unit 
Waste Ma t r i x  - Sol ids w i th  Organics 

Viable Option: 

A. Ohio Mobile Chemical Treatment System 
(Chemical/Wet A i r  Oxidation U n i t )  

B .  Ohio Mobile Inc ine ra to r  
C .  TSCA Inc inerator  

ri 
Deact ivat ion Unit 
Waste Ma t r i x  - Reactive Metals 

Viable Option: 

A.  Ohio Mobile Chemical Treatment 
Sys tem ( Deact i va t  i on Un i t 

B.  Ohio Mobi 1 e Stabi 1 i z a t i  on 
I System 

II 
Ohio Mobile Macroencapsulation Uni t  
Waste Ma t r i x  - Elemental Lead. Bat ter ies & Debris w i t h  Lead 

Viable Option: 

A. Ohio Mobile Chemical Treatment 
System (Mobi 1 e Macroencapsul a t i  on U n i t  

B. Ohio Mobi 1 e Stabi 1 i z a t i  on 
System 

Pressuri zed Container Puncture Uni t  * 
Waste .Matr ix  - Compressed Gas 

Viable Option: 

A .  FEMP Compressed Gas Puncture 
Unit 
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Neutral ization/Precipitation Unit 
Waste Matrix - Solids/Liquids w/ Metals 

Viable Option: 

A .  Ohio Mobile Chemical Treatment 

B .  

System (Neutral izationl 
Preci pi t a t i  on Unit ) 
Ohio Mobi l e  Stab i  1 i z a t i  on System 

Ohio Mobile Amalgamation Unit * 
Waste Matrix - Elemental Mercury & Debris with Mercury 

Vi ab1 e Option : 

A .  Ohio Mobi l e  Chemical Treatment 
System (Mobile Amalgamation Unit) 

* Only one viable option was ident i f ied.  No comparison evaluation 
was per'formed. 
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comparison of these evaluations Ss summarized i n  Figures A - 6 . 1  through 

Ohio  Mobile Incinerator (Solids w i t h  Orqanics) - This option rated 
lower for treatment of solids w i t h  organics i n  the following 
cri teria.  

i ? c. c 

A-6.4. The differences i n  ratings are discussed below. 

e 
Pub1 i c .  Acceptance - The general pub1 i c wi t h i  n the v i  ci n i  t y  
of the s i te  is expected t o  react negatively t o  the 
establishment of a n  Incinerator a t  the FEMP. 

Life-Cycle Cost - A mobile incinerator would incur higher 
cost t o  establish on-site. 

TSCA Incinerator (Solids w i t h  Orqanics) - This opt ion  rated lower 
for the treatment of solids w i t h  organics i n  the following 
criteria.  

Equity Issues - This option would create potential state-to: 
state equity issues due t o  the treatment of waste a t  a n  o u t -  
of -state DOE faci 1 i t y  . 

Ohio Mobile S t a b i l i z a t i o n  System (Reactive Metals) - This  opt ion 
rated lower for treatment of reactive metals i n  the following 
cri teria.  

Volume reduction - This  op t ion  w i  11 increase the volume for 
disposal . 

Flexibility - I n p u t  criteria for this opt ion  i s  not diverse 
enough t o  manage the variety of waste i n  this category. 

Ohio  Mobile Stabilization System (Elemental Lead. Batteries. and 
Debris) and (Solids/Liauids w/Metals) - T h i s  op t ion  rated lower 
for treatment of elemental lead. batteries. debris w i t h  lead, and 
solids/liquids w/metals t h a n  the Preferred .Option i n  the following 
cri teria.  

' 

Volume reduction - T h i s  opt ion w i l l  significantly increase 
the volume for disposal relative t o  the Preferred Option. 

Destruction, Removal, and Demobilization - I t  is uncertain 
t h a t  this opt ion wi l l  effectively immobilize the toxic 
constituents. Add i t iona l  treatment would be requi red t o  
treat this waste relative t o  the Preferred Option.  

Flexibility - I n p u t  criteria for the option will  require 
significant physical treatment o f  the waste prior t o  
acceptance for s t a b i  1 i za t i  on.  

A-37 
PSTP - Appendix A 
# STP-001 Rev 1 



- 
P 

Other Option Eva1 uations 
1 2 1 2 ,  

I n  add i t i on  t o  the  options which were rvaluated above. the fo l l ow ing  
f a c i  1 i ti es were eval uated and removed from consideration due t o  t h e i  r 
i n a b i l i t y  t o  meet LDR treatment standards for the waste streams: 

Portsmouth Wastewater Treatment System 
FEMP UNH Treatment System 
FEMP Hydrof luor ic Acid Neutra l izat ion System 
Portsmouth Evaporation 

, Mound Packed Bed Reactor 
FEMP Wastewater Treatment System 

B 

The LANL Mobile Amalgamation Uni t  was not  evaluated based on lack o f  
a v a i l a b i l i t y  f o r  FEMP use. 
s i t e s  w i t h i n  the Albuquerque F i e l d  O f f i c e  u n t i l  t he  year 2005. 

This u n i t  w i l l  be dedicated f o r  use by DOE 

The LANL Mobile Decontamination T r a i l e r  was not  evaluated based on lack 
o f  a v a i l a b i l i t y  f o r  FEMP use. The u n i t  has been deployed w i t h i n  the 
Albuquerque F i e l d  O f f i c e  DOE s i t e s .  There i s  no scheduled use o f  the 
u n i t  outside o f  these s i t e s .  

A-38 
PSTP '--Appendix A 
# STP-OOi' Rev '1 . 

000248 



Figure A-6.1 
Comparison of Options for the Treatment o f  

Sol i ds with Organics 

OHIO MOBILE CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT SYSTEM 
(CHEMICAL/WET AIR 
OXIDATION 1 

CRITERIA OHIO MOBILE 
INCINERATOR 

NON - OPERATIONAL WORKER 
HEALTH AND SAFETY 
OPERATIONAL WORKER HEALTH 
AND SAFETY 
TRANSPORTATION RISK 

PUBLIC ACCEPTANCE 
EQUITY ISSUES * 

VOLUME REDUCTION 
SECONDARY WASTE 
GENE RAT I ON 

DESTRUCTION, REMOVAL & 
DEMOBILIZATION 

ENVIRONMENTAL/PUBLIC I H I H 

H H 

M M 

M M 

H L 

H H 

M H 

M M 

H H 

FLEXIBILITY 
FINAL WASTE FORM 
ABILITY TO BE SHIPPED 
SYSTEM IMPLEMENTMI LITY 
4VAI LAB1 LITY 
SCALABILITY 
SCHEDULE FOR WASTE 
TREATMENT 
LIFE-CYCLE COST 
WET FOR TECHNOLOGY 
"IVATE SECTOR 

H H 

M M 

M M 

H H 

H H 

H H 

H H 

H M 
M M 

H H 
INVOLVEMENT I I 

Treatment Selection Guide (Tab1 e A- 1) . '  
i. 1 >, .*  ; ' 

H - High- 
M - Medium 

&Jt92w A- 39 

INCINERATOR 

H 

H 

H 

M 

M 

H 
M 

H 
M 

H 

H 

M 

M 

H 
H 

H 

H 

H 

M 

H 

PSTP - Appendix. A 
# STP-001 Rev 1 



Figure A-6 .2  .r 

Compar ison of Options f o r  the T r e a t m e n t  o f  
R e a c t i v e  M e t a l s  

i, '52 1 2 
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Figure A-6.3 

SCHEDULE FOR WASTE 
TREATMENT 

LIFE-CYCLE COST 

Comparison o f  Options f o r  the Treatment o f  
Elemental Lead. Bat ter ies & Debris w i th  Lead 
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Figure A - 6 . 4  
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Secondary -. I  Waste Streams 

As a resu l t  o f  chemical treatment of mixed was te .  the or ig ina l  waste 
volume i s  ant ic ipated t o  double. This estimate represents the high end 
o f  the ant ic ipated waste volume increase range. Technology evaluation 
and t reatabi  1 i t y  tes t ing  a re  expected t o  demonstrate higher processing 
e f f i c iency .  The treated waste  form i s  anticipated t o  have a volume one 
and a h a l f  times greater than the untreated waste form. The remaining 
50% volume increase w i l l  resu l t  from generation o f  secondary mixed 
waste. These secondary mixed wastes w i l l  be t reated by other treatment 
i d e n t i f i e d  i n  the PSTP. Figure 3 . 1 . 6 A  i n  the  Background Volume provides 
a graphic o f  the anticipated waste volume increases and the calculat ion 
factors fo r  estimating the quanti ty o f  secondary waste generation. 

Note tha t  secondary l o w  level waste. such as personal protect ive 
equipment generated from ac t i  v i  ti es associ ated w i th  bul king , packagi ng , 
shipping and treatment o f  mixed waste on-s i te .  i s  assumed t o  be equal t o  
f i v e  percent o f  the t o t a l  waste t o  be processed. 

Secondary waste streams from t h i s  project  w i l l  be managed under the 
Chemical Treatment Project as f o l  lows : 

0 
0 
0 

Liquid waste i s  designated t o  be treated a t  the TSCA Incinerator.  
Debris w i l l  be shipped d i r e c t l y  f o r  disposal a t  Envirocare or NTS. 
Fines w i l l  be managed i n  the Ohio Mobile S tab i l i za t ion  System 
(Portsmouth). 

A - 4 3  
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Cost Estimates 

Ohio Mobi 1 e Chemical Treatment System 

Pre-operati ons 
Construction 
O&M ($905.000/yr X 2yr) 
D&D 
Contracted services 
Off - s i te  treatment 
Transportation 

\ Cost estimates were prepared for the PO,  Ohio Mobile Chemical Treatment 
System, and for each sub-system i ncl udi ng management of secondary waste. 
No separate cost estimates were prepared for i n d i v i d u a l  elements of the 
treatment trains as these costs are reflected i n  the overall project 
cost. LLW disposal costs were not  included i n  any estimate. 

Cost i n  Dol 1 a r s  

2,445,000 

415,000 

1,810.000 

210,000 

7.880.000 

210,000 

580,000 

Tota l  Cost 13,550,000 

Ohio  Mobi 1 e Chemical Annual Budget i n  
Treatment System Dol 1 a r s  

YEAR CAPITAL 
1 415,000 

2 

Annual Budget i n  
Dol 1 a r s  

OPERATING 
4,195,000 

1,750,000 

5 
6 

Note: 
estimate and the project schedule ( 6  years) as prepared for the PSTP 

The annualized costs are based on the actual project cost 

1,750,000 

1.940.000 
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1 k[ c: Cost Estimates (Continued) 

. 

The indiv idual  cost estimates f o r  each o f  the s i x  sub-systems were 
prepared for the Ohio Mobile Chemical Treatment System using an average' 
o f  the t o t a l  cost per cubic meter o f  waste t o  be treated. These cost 
estimates are rounded upward t o  the next one hundred do l l a r  increment. 
Cost estimates f o r  Ohio Mobile S tab i l i za t ion  System and Ohio Mobile 
Incinerator a r e  based on cost t o  t rea t  per u n i t  volume. 

Chemical/Wet A i r  Oxidation Uni t  
Waste Matr ix - Solids wi th  Organics 

Viable Option: 

A .  Ohio Mobile Chemical Treatment System 
(Chemi cal /Wet A i  r Oxi dat i  on Uni t 1 $11,841,500 

B. Ohio Mobile Incinerator $13,750,000 
C .  TSCA Incinerator $ 750.000* 

Deactivation Uni t  
Waste Matr ix - Reactive Metals 

Viable Option: 

A. Ohio Mobile Chemical Treatment 
System (Deactivation Uni t )  $ 5,500 

B. Ohio Mobi 1 e Stabi 1 i z a t i  on 

Ohio Mobi 1 e Macroencapsul a t i  on Uni t  
Waste Matr ix  - Elemental Lead. Batteries & Debris wi th  Lead 

Viable Option: 

A. Ohio Mobile Chemical Treatment 

B. Ohio Mobile S tab i l i za t ion  

System (Mobi 1 e 
Macroencapsul a t i  on Uni t  1 S 269;500 

Pressurized Container Puncture Uni t  
Waste Matr ix  - Compressed Gas 

Viable Option: 

A. FEMP Compressed Gas Puncture 
I l n i t  $ 5.500 
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Cost Estimates (Continued) 

D 
721 2' 

Neutralization/Precipitation U n i t  
, Waste Matrix - Sol ids i i i qu ids  w/ Metals 

Viable O p t i o n :  

A. Ohio Mobile Chemical Treatment 
System (Neutralization/ 
Precipitation U n i t )  $ 1,320,000 

B.  Ohio Mobi 1 e Stab i  1 i zat i  on 

Ohio Mobile Amalgamation Unit  
Waste Matrix - Elemental Mercury & Debris w i t h  Mercury 

Viable Op t ion :  

A. Ohio Mobile Chemical Treatment 
System (Mobile Amalgamation 
U n i t  1 $ 132.000 

Basis' o f  Cost Estimates 

The cost estimate for the Preferred Option was prepared by the FEMP 
based on the ac tua l  project schedule. The cost o f  the sub-systems and 
the comparison costs were developed using an average cost t o  treat per 
u n i t  volume for the project. No annualized costs were developed for the 
i ndi  v i  dual sub-systems due t o  uncertai n t i  es i n  the schedul i ng sequence 
which  wi 11 actually be used. The sequence wi 11 be determined fol lowing 
treatment studies for waste categories. 
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2.7 PO - TSCA Inc inerator  

Option Descr ipt ion 

The TSCA Inc inerator  i n  Oak Ridge, Tennessee was chosen as the  Preferred 
Option f o r  the FEMP l i q u i d  waste streams l i s t e d  i n  t h e  Background 
Volume. Table 7. The TSCA Inc inerator  Preferred Option w i l l  be 
implemented as p a r t  o f  the L iqu id M i  xed Waste Pro ject .  

The treatment processes necessary t o  t r e a t  the waste streams and meet 
the  LDR treatment standards are i l l u s t r a t e d  i n :  

1. Treatment Train C 
2. Treatment Train E 
3. Treatment Train K 

These treatment t r a i n s  and the LDR treatment standards are i d e n t i f i e d  i n  
Appendix C .  

Option Evaluation Summary 

Potenti  a1 treatment options f o r  FEMP m i  xed waste streams i dent i  f i  ed i n 
Table 7 o f  the Background Volume include the  fo l l ow ing :  

TSCA Inc inerator  (Preferred Option) 
Ohio Mobile Inc inerator  (Viable Option) 
FEMP Rotary K i l n  (Viable Option) 
Savannah River Consolidated Inc inerator  F a c i l i t y  (V iab le Option) 
Mound Glass Melter 
Mound Packed Bed Reactor 
INEL WERF Inc inerator  

The TSCA Inc inerator  was chosen as the  Preferred Option f o r  treatment o f  
organic l i q u i d  waste t o  meet LDR treatment standards. 
I nc ine ra to r  allows f o r  t i m e l y ,  cost e f f e c t i v e  treatment. 
ongoing p r o j e c t ,  treatment capacity a t  t he  TSCA Inc ine ra to r  has been 
negot iated by the FEMP. Supplemental informat ion on the  use o f  t h e  TSCA 
I n c i  nerator i s provi  ded i n Section 3.2.  

The TSCA Inc inerator  i s  cu r ren t l y  t he  only such f a c i l i t y  approved by the  
USEPA t o  accept CERCLA wastes (per 40 CFR 300.440). Wastes generated 
dur ing removal o r  remedial act ions a t  the FEMP must be managed i n  a 
f a c i l i t y  approved f o r  t he  acceptance o f  CERCLA wastes. 

Use o f  t h e  TSCA 
As p a r t  o f  an 
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The iden t i f i ed  waste streams are compati b le  w i th  the Waste Acceptance 
* c, p .  Cr i te r i a  established f o r  the TSCA Incinerator.  The inc inerator 's  design 
?>, . C  , L E?i t e r i  a were devel oped t o  accept FEMP m i  xed waste streams, i ncl  udi ng 

these iden t i f i ed  waste streams. These wastes a r e  necessary t o  maintain 
maximum u t i l i z a t i o n  and ef f ic iency o f  the f a c i l i t y .  The inc inerat ion o f  
these l i q u i d  waste streams w i l l  resu l t  i n  a s ign i f i can t  reduction i n  
volume. The small volume o f  ash produced w i l l  require fur ther  treatment 
(i . e . ,  s tab i l i za t i on ) .  

e 
The resul ts  of a computer modeling e f f o r t  u t i l i z i n g  a val idated 
m u l t i c r i t e r i a  analysis model indicate tha t  inc inerat ion should be the 
preferred technology and the use of the TSCA Incinerator should be the 
Preferred Option f o r  these waste streams. 

The Ohio Mobile. Incinerator was not chosen because i t  was the least  cost 
e f fec t i ve  option evaluated. 
would have lengthy delays i n  implementation and negative publ ic  
acceptance. Transportation R i s k  and Equity Issues for a mobile 
incinerator ranked higher than the Preferred Option. but the overal l  
ranking was s ign i f i can t l y  lower. 
r e l a t i v e l y  small volume o f  wastes would push the current pro ject  
schedule i n t o  ear ly  2000. Addi t ional ly ,  the cost o f  mobi l izat ion.  
operati on and decommissioning would far exceed current budget t o  
complete treatment using the PO. 

The FEMP Rotary K i l n  was not chosen because the f a c i l i t y  has the same 
deficiencies as the Ohio Mobile Incinerator.  Considerable modifications 
would be needed t o  r e t r o f i t  the Rotary K i l n  and would impact current 
budget and schedules. 
o f  r e t r o f i t t i n g .  s ta r t lup  and D&D would be proh ib i t i ve .  

The Savannah River Consolidated Incinerator Faci 1 i t y  (CIF)  was not 
chosen because the f a c i l i t y  does not have a RCRA permit t o  t r e a t  mixed 
waste and i s  current ly  not operational. 

This option i s  not read i l y  avai lable and 

Implementation o f  t h i s  option fo r  the 

L i  fe-cycle cost analysis concluded tha t  the cost 
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Evaluation o f  Viable Options 

The following viable options were evaluated against the TSCA 
@v 7213 

Inci nerator : 

Ohi o Mobi 1 e Ivci nerator 
Savannah River CIF  
FEMP Rotary Ki I n  

A comparison of these evaluations i s  summarized i n  Figure A - 7 .  The 
differences i n  ratings are discussed i n  the following paragraphs: 

Ohio  Mobile Inc inera tor  - The Ohio  Mobile Incinerator, a concept 
developed by the Ohio Work Group, consists of a vendor supplied thermal 
destruction u n i t  located a t  one or more of the O h i o  sites for the 
incineration of l i q u i d  organic mixed waste. 
vendor ( s  1 has been consi dered. 

No specific s i t e ( s )  or 

The Mobile Incinerator rated lower t h a n  the Preferred Option i n  the 
fol 1 owing cri teri a : 

Public Acceptance - The local p u b l i c  i s  expected t o  react 
negatively t o  the establishment of a n  incinerator a t  the FEMP. 

A v a i l a b i l i t y  - An Ohio Mobile Incinerator for mixed waste i s  not 
readi l y  ava i  1 ab1 e .  Procuri ng , permi t t i  ng , and schedul i ng of a 
mobile incinerator is  neither time nor cost effective. The TSCA 
Incinerator is readily available and i s  being implemented through 
a n  ongoing project a t  the  FEMP. 

Schedule for Waste Treatment - The TSCA Incinerator i s  already a 
scheduled, ongoing project a t  the FEMP. Scheduling of a mobile 
incinerator would greatly de lay  the timely completion of this. 
project. 

Life-Cycle Cost - The TSCA Incinerator i s  currently a funded, 
ongoing project. A mobi 1 e incinerator would i ncrease project 
costs due t o  delays i n  schedule. permitting , transportation, and 
storage, i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  the procurement and engineering costs. 

Savannah River CIF - The Savannah River CIF is  a fixed thermal 
destruction facility (rotary k i l n )  located on the Savannah River Site i n  
A i  ken, South Carol i na . 

This opt ion  rated lower t h a n  the Preferred Opt ion  i n  the following 
cr i ter ia .  

A v a i l a b i l i t y  - The u n i t  is not yet  permitted t o  receive waste. 
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Schedule - A schedule cannot be established for use o f - th is  u n i t  
un t i  1 a permit i s  obtained fo r  u n i t  operation and acceptance o f  
o f f - s i t e  wastes. The permit t ing process i s  estimated t o  take a t  
least  two years. The FEMP Liquid Mixed Waste Project i s  scheduled 
t o  complete treatment of current waste inventories by the end o f  
FY 96. 

< _ .  

L i fe-Cycle Cost - The TSCA Incinerator i s  current ly  a funded, on- 
going pro ject .  The Savannah River CIF would increase project  
costs due t o  lack of permit t ing and absence o f  schedules, i n  
addi t ion t o  transportat ion and storage costs. 

FEMP Rotary K i l n  - The FEMP Rotary K i l n  i s  an ex is t ing  u n i t  located 'a t  
the FEMP. The FEMP Rotary K i l n  was designed f o r  the drying o f  l o w  level  
waste. 
waste. 

S ign i f icant  modifications would be necessary t o  t rea t  mixed 

The Rotary K i l n  rated lower than the Preferred Option i n  the fo l lowing 
c r i t e r i a  : 

Public Acceptance - The local  publ ic i s  expected t o  react 
negatively t o  the establishment o f  a thermal destruction u n i t  a t  
the FEMP. 

Ava i l ab i l i t y  - The Rotary K i l n  has never been operational and was 
not designed f o r  the destruction o f  mixed LLW containing tox i c  
organics . The faci  1 i t y  would requi re  extensi ve modi f i  ca t i  on t o  
meet regulatory requi rements , including LDR treatment standards 

Schedule for  Waste Treatment - A schedule cannot be established 
f o r  the use o f  t h i s  u n i t  u n t i l  engineering design and construction 
o f  the r e t r o f i t t i n g  necessary f o r  the handling o f  l i qu ids  and o f f -  
gases, startup, t reatabi  1 i t y  studies . and regulatory approval are 
completed. Completion o f  these i tems i s  estimated t o  take a t  
leas t  three years. great ly  delaying the schedule o f  the FEMP 
L i  qui d M i  xed Waste Project. 

Life-Cycle Cost - The Rotary K i l n  would increase pro ject  costs due 
t o  delays i n  the schedule. permit t ing,  t ransportat ion,  storage, 
engineering, and construction o f  necessary modif icat ions t o  t rea t  
mixed waste and f i n a l  .D&D o f  the un i t .  The FEMP i s  an 
Environmental Restoration s i t e .  and i s  i n  the process o f  f i n a l  
restorat ion.  The costs associated w i th  the r e t r o f i t t i n g ,  startup 
and D&D o f  the Rotary K i l n  are not a cost -ef fect ive investment o f  
capi ta l  . 
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Other Opt i on Eva1 uat i ons Ip- 1 2 1 2  
I n  add i t i on  t o  the options which were evaluated above. the fo l lowing 
f a c i l i t i e s  were evaluated and removed from consideration due t o  t h e  
reasons detai  1 ed bel ow. 

The Mound Glass Melter was not considered a v i a b l e  treatment op t i on  due 
t o  t h e  severe feed r a t e  l i m i t a t i o n  o f  t he  equipment. Processing o f  t he  
waste would take a minimum o f  3 years i f  a 24 hour operation could be 
maintained. 
would be FY99. 

B 
The e a r l i e s t  t he  system would be avai lab le f o r  processing 

The Mound Packed Bed Reactor was not considered a v iab le  treatment 
opt ion due the  severe feed r a t e  l i m i t a t i o n s  o f  t he  equipment (40 
cc/mi nute) . 

The INEL WERF Inc inerator  was not considered a v i a b l e  treatment op t i on  
due t o  the limita$.ions o f  t he  s i t e ' s  o f f - s i t e  acceptance o f  wastes f o r  
the f a c i l i t y  ( 5  m /year) .  
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Figure A - 7  

Comparison o f  Options fo r  the TSCA Incinerator 
Preferred Option 

Treatment Selection Guide Ratinq (Table A - 1 )  

H - High 
' M i' Medium 
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Cost Estimates 

A cost estimate was prepared only  for the PO. TSCA Incinerator im and *iEtiw 
otner v i  ab1 e op t i  ons . 

Studies & Bench Scale 
Product1 on Faci 1 i t y  

D&D 

260.000 
452.000 
40.000 

TSCA Incinerator PO 

YEAR 

1 

2 

TOTAL 

NOTE: Preliminary revision of project cost estimate 

Annual Budget i n  
Dol 1 ars 

Annual Budget i n  
Dol 1 ars 

CAPITAL OPERATING 

580.000 
172.000 

752,000 

O&M/vr X 2.5yr 

11 Ohio Mobile Incinerator I Cost i n  ~011ars II 

2.500.000 

Ohio Mobi 1 e Incinerator 

YEAR 

1 
2 

3 
TOTAL 

NOTE: Cost estimate used on INEL  Interim Report Data .  

Annual Budget i n  
Dol 1 ars 

Annual Budget i n  
Dol 1 ars 

CAPITAL OPERATING 

23,000.000 500.000 

1.000.000 

1.000.000 

23.000.000 2.500.000 
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1 '. C o s t  Es t ima tes  (Cont ' d )  
( - 1  ., -9 

I I  I 

O&M/yr 
D&D 

S t a r t  -UD 850.000 
O f f - G a s  system - .  000.000 

2.500. @'IO 
~.000.000 

Rotary  Ki ln  

YEAR 
1 
2 

~ 

Annual Budget i n  
Dol 1 a r s  

Annual Budget i n  
Dol 1 a r s  

ZAP ITAL ,3PERATING 
2.300.000 850.000 

1.250.000 

NOTE: Cost estimate based on information provided by the FEMP. 

TOTAL 2.000.000 12.350.000 

Savannah River Consol i d a t e d  
I n c i n e r a t o r  Faci 1 i t y  

A l l  costs exc lud ing  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  

9.000 * 000 ll 

Cost  i n  Do l l a r s  

7,700.000 

TransDor ta t i  on 

NOTE: Project i s  assumed t o  treat  c u r r e n t  inventory  only 

I 85.000 

Tota l  Cost 7.785.000 

NOTE: 
cos?: estimate was prepared  due t c  assoc: atea uncertai E:: es . 

Cost estimate based on d a t a  from Oak Ridge PSTF. No annual ized  
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I 
I 
I1 

2.8 

Envi rocare P . 0. Cost i n  Dollars 
Studies & Bench Scale 435,000 

Production Faci 1 i t y  340,000 
O&M 840,000 . 

PO - Envirocare 

Option Descri p t  i on 

Transportation 

Ip 

145,000 

7 2  1'2 

~ 

Total  Cost 

The Envirocare Option was chosen as the Preferred Option for the waste 
streams listed i n  the Background Volume. Table 8. Th i s  option consists 
of direct disposal of these waste streams a t  Envirocare i n  Clive. Utah  
under the Non-LDR/< TSC Project. The waste streams i n  this project 
either meet LDR treatment standards or have variances t o  LDR treatment 
standards currently i n  effect. 

1,760,000 

Simple segregation, shredding and screening, and b u l k i n g  activit ies will 
occur on-site t o  prepare the wastes for shipment and disposal. 
l i q u i d s  will  be eliminated from the containers prior t o  shipment. 

Free 

The treatment process necessary t o  complete the project and ship for 
disposal is illustrated i n :  

1. Treatment Train B 

This  treatment train and the LDR treatment standards are identified i n  
Appendix C .  

Opt i on Eva1 u a t  i on Summary 

T h i s  project consists o f  b u l k i n g  activities and waste processing for the 
purpose of d isposa l  : therefore, an evaluation of a 1  ternati ve treatment 
options was not prepared. 

Cost Estimates 

A cost estimate was prepared only for the PO (Envirocare) 

Basis for Cost Estimate 

The cost estimate was prepared by the FEMP based on the existing project 
schedules . 
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- 72142 3.0 Suppl emental Informati on 

Section 3.1 provides more information on the FEMP Minimum Additive Waste 
S t a b i l i z a t i o n  (MAWS) Facility. The MAWS F a c i l i t y  was previously 
reviewed as an Ohio Option and had been identified by other DOE si tes as 
a potenti a1 preferred option during Ohio Work Group activities. 
Currently the MAWS Facility has not been identified as a Preferred 
Option by any DOE s i te .  

Section 3.2 provides the deci si on-maki ng process u t i  1 i zed i n  determi ni  ng 
the FEMP mixed waste streams t o  be sent t o  the TSCA Incinerator. The , 

TSCA Incinerator has been chosen by the DOE as the Preferred Option for 
the treatment of certain FEMP mixed waste streams. Other mixed waste 
streams, which could u t i  1 ize incineration as a treatment technology, 
have been di  rected toward a1 ternate on-si t e  treatment. 

3.1 FEMP MAWS Facility 

The MAWS process i s  a unique concept t o  minimize waste volume by 
blending different waste streams w i t h  minimum amounts of additives 
w i t h o u t  producing add i t iona l  wastes as a by-product. The result 
i s  a cost-effective waste treatment and disposal p l a n  for low 
level radioactive and mi xed wastes. 

The MAWS Facility consists of a pilot-scale 300 kilogram per day 
vitrification u n i t ,  a one quarter cubic yard per hour soil washing 
u n i t  , and a 70 ga l lon ,  per minute wastewater treatment system. The 
vitrification u n i t  uses electric current t o  reach a melter 
temperature of about 1150°C. A t  t h i  s temperature, si 1 i ca 
conta in ing  materials start  t o  form glass. 

The FEMP i s  investigating future options for the use o f  the MAWS 
Faci 1 i t y  i ncl udi ng : 

0 FEMP operation for the treatment of off-si te mixed wastes: 

0 Relocation o f  the facility t o  another DOE s i t e  for treatment 
of mixed wastes: and .  

0 Permanent closure of the MAWS Facility. 

Issues/items which need t o  be resolved prior t o  treating mixed 
waste i n  this process include, b u t  are not limited t o :  

Development of Waste Acceptance Cri teri  a 
Acceptance o f  off-site wastes for treatment 
Stakehol der concerns 
Permitting 
Modifications of off-gas system 
Trai n i  ng requi red t o  operate the faci 1 i t y  
Space 1 i mi t a t  i ons 
P1 a n t  9 Decontami n a t i  on and Decomi ssi oni ng ( D & D )  pl  ans 
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Lp .c '\ ' 3.2 Incinerat ion o f  FEMP Mixed Wastes ,> , e-,'. - 

The FEMP has ident i f ied  three groups of mixed waste streams which 
may be treated by the inc inerat ion technology. These groups 
i ncl  ude organic 1 i qui ds ( including 1 i quid secondary wastes 
generated from the Chemical Treatment Pro ject ) ,  aqueous 1 iquids 
and so l ids/ l iqu ids wi th  metals and organics. The FEMP has chosen 
the TSCA Incinerator as the  Preferred Option for the treatment o f  
only organic l iqu ids  and l i q u i d  secondary mixed wastes. 
Al ternat ive treatment methods were chosen fo r  aqueous l i qu ids  and. 
s o l i d / l i q u i d  wi th  metals and organics i n  order t o  address equity 
issues . 

e 
' 

There are several benefits i n  addressing equity issues by sending 
only the organic l iqu ids  t o  the TSCA Incinerator:  

0 Sending only organic l iqu ids  l i m i t s  the quanti ty o f  waste 
shipped out o f  s ta te fo r  treatment and disposal. 

0 Incinerat ion o f  organic l iqu ids  resul ts  i n  s ign i f i can t  
volume reduction and generates a . l imited quant i ty o f  ash 
requi r i ng  fur ther  d i  sposi ti on. 

The quanti ty o f  ash generated as a resu l t  o f  inc inerat ing so l ids 
i s  greater and the volume reduction achieved i s  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  less 
compared t o  l i q u i d  waste. The aqueous l iqu ids  w i l l  be t reated by 
the FEMP WWTS. These l i qu ids  w i l l  be acceptable a t  the FEMP WWTS 
and the treated l iqu ids  w i l l  be discharged under the ex is t ing  
NPDES permit . 
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Table 3.2.1 l i s t s  the FEMP mixed wastes w h i c h  were consider@U for '1212 
treatment a t  the TSCA Incinerator. The waste streams are 
organized i n  the table by treatment trains as illustrated i n  
Appendi x C .  Vol umes i ncl ude current vol ume and 5-year generati on 
rate projections. 

Table 3.2.1 

FEMP Mixed Wastes Considered f o r  Treatment 
a t  the TSCA Incinerator 

(Inci ncerabl e Waste) 

* The quan t i ty  represented for Treatment E accounts for only the 
l i q u i d  protion of the wastes. w i l l  be sent t o  the TSCA 
Incinerator . 
is the l i q u i d  volume. 

For purposes o f  t h i  s d i  scussi on, volume represented 

** 

I t  s h o u l d  be noted t h a t  the other treatment trains d i d  not  consider the 
TSCA Incinerator t o  be a viable option because the incineration process 
provi ded 1 i t t l  e benefit either through volume reducti on or hazardous 
constituent destruction. 

Secondary waste will be generated as a result of Chemical 
Treatment operations. 

The t o t a l  quan t i ty  of mixed waste. including 5-year generation and 
secondary waste projections considered for the TSCA Incinerator, was 
1208 m3. By l i m i t i n g  the waste for the TSCA Incinerator t o  organic 
1 i q u i  ds and secondary 1 i qui d waste streams, the q u a n t i t y  of waste 
designated for the TSCA Incinerator was reduced t o  721 m3 or 60% of the 
original volume considered. These numbers do not  include 2106 drums of 
waste considered for disposition t o  thesTSCA Incinerator which were 
eliminated since the submi t ta l  of the DSTP. These drums were eliminated 
through project management efforts, i n c l u d i n g  recharacterization and 
shipment t o  permitted 1 and  d i  sposal faci  1 i t i  es prior t o  expi ration of 
variances. 
mixed waste projects. 

These efforts will continue throughout the l i f e  of a l l  the 
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<Table 3 .2 .2  l ists  the treatment options evaluated for the three groups 
of FEMP mixed wastes considered for treatment a t  the TSCA Incinerator. 
The preferred opt ion for each group of mixed waste i s  indicated by the 
volume of waste t o  be treated. The basis for selection and elimination 
of treatment, provided i n  detail i n  Appendix A. is summarized following 
Table 3 .2 .2 .  

. j  

. -% .. * -  ~ 

e 
Table 3.2.2 

~~ ~ 

L i  st of  options considered 
treatment o f  FEMP mixed waste 

Treatment Options fo r  
Potenti a1 TSCA Incinerator Mixed Waste 

Organic Aqueous Sol i ds/Li qui ds 
L i  qui ds L i  qui ds w/ Metals and 

Oraani cs 

Ohio Mobile S t a b i l i z a t i o n  
System 
Portsmouth WWTS ( includes 
Physical /Chemical Treatment: 
Carbon Treatment 1 

X 

X X 

.I 

FEMP WWTS (includes P l a n t  8 
VOC. FEMP AWWT) 

26.3 m3 X 

X - Indicates options evaluated for these wastes. 
m3 - Indicates volume of waste t o  be treated by the Preferred Option 

for each FEMP waste stream group. 
* Chemical Treatment consists o f  s i x  primary treatment technologies 

rn Chemical Oxidation/Wet Air Oxidation 
rn Deacti vat1 on 
rn Macroencapsul a t ion 

Pressuri zed Container Puncture Uni t  
D Neutral 1 zat i on/Preci pi t a t i  on 
rn Ama 1 gama t 1 on 

Mound Glass Melter 
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- 7 2 8 2  ORGANIC LIQUIDS AND LIQUID SECONDARY WASTES - PREFERRED OPTION: TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

Basis f o r  Preferred Option se lect ion:  

0 Inc inerat ion o f  these waste streams meets the  LDR treatment 
standards. 

0 The TSCA Inc inerator  i s  cu r ren t l y  approved by the  U.S.EPA t o  
accept CERCLA wastes (per 40 CFR 300.440). Wastes from the  FEMP 
removal and remedial act ions must be managed i n  a f a c i l i t y  
approved f o r  t h e  acceptance o f  CERCLA wastes. 

The i dent i  f i  ed waste streams are compatible w i t h  the  Waste 
Acceptance C r i t e r i a  establ ished f o r  t he  TSCA Inc ine ra to r .  The 
TSCA Inc inerator  design c r i t e r i a  were developed t o  accept FEMP 
mixed waste streams, inc lud ing these i d e n t i f i e d  waste streams. 

0 

0 The resu l t s  o f  a computer modeling e f fo r t  u t i  1 i z i  ng a V a l  idated 
m u l t i c r i t e r i a  analysis model designed by Martin Mar ie t ta  Energy 
Systems I n c . ,  Oak Ridge National Laboratory, i n d i c a t e  t h a t  
i nc ine ra t i on  i s  the prefer red technology opt ion compared t o  other 
options and the  use o f  the TSCA Inc inerator  i s  t h e  Preferred . 

Opt i on. 

0 Inc inerat ion o f  these l i q u i d  waste streams w i l l  r e s u l t  i n  a 
s i g n i f i c a n t  reduct ion i n  volume w i t h  only a small volume o f  ash 
produced requi r i n g  fur ther treatment (i .e. , s tab i  1 i z a t i  on). 

The TSCA Inc inerator  cu r ren t l y  has included these wastes i n  t h e  
FY 95 burn schedule. These wastes are necessary t o  maintain 
maximum u t i l i z a t i o n  and e f f i c i e n c y  o f  the f a c i l i t y .  

0 

Basis f o r  e l im ina t i ng  other options: 

0 Some a1 t e r n a t i  ve options t o  the TSCA Inc inerator  t h a t  were 
considered d i d  not meet the LDR treatment standards f o r  t he  
i d e n t i f i e d  waste streams. 

0 No other o f f - s i  t e  inc inerators  t h a t  were invest igated were 
approved by U.S. EPA t o  accept CERCLA waste. 

0 The cost o f  estab l ish ing and operating an on -s i t e  i nc ine ra to r  
would be p r o h i b i t i v e  when compared t o  the use o f  .the TSCA 
Inc inerator .  

0 No other options were compatible w i t h  the  current  mixed waste 
treatment schedules . 
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I Basis f o r  Preferred Option selection : 

e 0 The use o f  the FEMP WWTS w i l l  meet the LDR treatment standards f o r  

0 

0 

the i d e n t i f i e d  waste streams. 

The i d e n t i f i e d  waste streams w i l l  require l i t t l e  or  no pre- 
treatment t o  meet the FEMP WWTS waste acceptance c r i t e r i a .  

The FEMP WWTS i s  an ex is t ing ,  operating f a c i l i t y  which w i l l  al low 
f o r  the t imely and cost e f fec t i ve  treatment o f  the i d e n t i f i e d  
waste streams. 

Basis f o r  e l iminat ing other options: 

0 Some o f  the treatment options considered would not completely 
el iminate the need t o  use the WWTS fo r  the f i n a l  treatment and 
disposal o f  the waste streams. 

Other a l ternat ive treatment options were unable t o  meet the LDR 
treatment standards for the i den t i f i ed  waste streams. 

0 
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SOLIDS/LIQUIDS W/ METALS AND ORGANICS - PREFERRED OPTION: 
CHEMICAL TREATMENT (CHEMICAL/WET AIR OXIDATION) 

OHIO M m L E  72 1 2 

Basis f o r  Preferred Option se lect ion:  

0 The Preferred Option meets LDR treatment standards f o r  t he  
i dent i  f i  ed waste streams. 

0 There are vendor.supplied, mobile u n i t s  ava i l ab le  f o r  t h i s  
treatment opt ion.  

0 Secondary waste streams t h a t  are produced by the  Preferred Option 
treatment technology are easi l y  managed f o r  treatment and 
disposal. 

Basis f o r  e l im ina t i ng  other options: 

0 Other a l t e r n a t i v e  treatment options considered were unable t o  meet 
the  LDR treatment standards f o r  the i d e n t i f i e d  waste streams. 

0 I nc ine ra t i on  o f  t h e  i d e n t i f i e d  waste streams 'would generate l a rge r  
volumes o f  ash r e l a t i v e  t o  the  i nc ine ra t i on  o f  organic l i q u i d s  
which would requi re treatment and disposal .  

The fo l lowing provides a graphic demonstration o f  t he  d i s p o s i t i o n  o f  a l l  
FEMP mixed wastes, inc lud ing those considered f o r  the TSCA Inc ine ra to r .  

0 F i  gure 3.2.1,  M i  xed Waste D i  sposi ti on, exhi b i t s  t he  por t ions of  
FEMP mixed wastes designated f o r  the TSCA Inc ine ra to r  and a l l  
other treatment options. 

F i  gure 3.2.2,  Waste D i  sposi ti on Per Preferred Opti on, exhi b i t s  t h e  
r e l a t i v e  volumes o f  FEMP mixed wastes designated f o r  each 
treatment opt jon.  

0 

0 F i  gure 3.2.3. I n c i  nerabl e Waste Disposi t ion,  e x h i b i t s  a1 1 those 
FEMP nixed wastes which could be incinerated a t  the TSCA 
Inc inerator  and those por t ions o f  that t o t a l  volume which are 
designated f o r  treatment by a1 t e r n a t i  ve Preferred Opti,ons. 
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Figure 3.2.1 

M I X E D  WASTE DISPOSITION 

FEMP M I X E D  WASTE 

0 TSCA INCINERATOR ( 7 2 1  m3) 0 OTHER PREFERRED OPTIONS (2653 m3) 
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W W 
Figure 3.2.2 

WASTE D I S P O S T I O N  PER PREFERRED O P T I O N  

:.. . .. 

WASTEWATER TREATMENT ( 2 6  m3) 

UNH TREATMENT SYSTEM ( 7 6 1  m3) 

ENVIROCARE ( 4 6  m3) 

ENVIROCARE/SECONDARY (532 m31 

0 TSCA INC INERATOR ( 455 m3 1 

TSCA INC INERATOR/SECONDARY ( 266 m3 1 

O H I O  MOBILE S T A B I L I Z A T I O N  SYSTEM ( 4 1 4  m3)  

OH IO MOB I L E  STAB I L I ZAT I ON SY<TEM/SECONDARY ( 

0 O H I O  MOBILE CHEMICAL TREATMENT SYSTEM ( 5 6 6  m3) 

HF NEUTRALIZATION SYSTEM ( 2 0  m3) 

0 THORIUM N I T R A T E  TREATMENT SYSTEM ( 2 2  m3) 
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APPENDIX B 

OHIO MIXED WASTE TREATMENT OPTION 



Appendix B, Ohio Mixed Waste 
Treatment Option 

Appendix B describes ef for ts by the  DOE t o  develop and evaluate the  treatment 
options avai lab le f o r  DOE mixed waste w i t h i n  Ohio. An Ohio Work Group, 
consis t ing o f  representatives from t h e  Ohio DOE mixed waste s i t e s ,  was formed t o  
research and evaluate these treatment opt ions.  The Ohio Work Group’s summary o f  
treatment options i s  i d e n t i f i e d  i n  t h i s  appendix. 
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1 . 0  In t roduct ion 

An Ohio Work Group was formed from the  Ohio DOE s i t e s ,  Fernald 
Envi ronmental Management Project  (FEMP) . Portsmouth Gaseous D i f f u s i o n  
Plant (Portsmouth), Mound Plant (Mound), Ba t te l  l e  Columbus Laboratory 
( B a t t e l l e )  and RMI  Titanium ( R M I ) ,  t o  formulate Ohio Options f o r  DOE 
mixed waste treatment. This group began i t s  work fo l lowing a Technology 
Support Workshop conducted by the DOE Technical Support Team i n  March 
1994. 

B 

The a c t i v i t i e s  of t he  Ohio Work Group included t h e  fo l lowing:  

8 I d e n t i f i e d  on -s i t e ,  e x i s t i n g ,  planned, and out o f  s t a t e  
techno log ies / fac i l i t i es  by generating a universe o f  options from 
m u l t i p l e  sources. . 

8 I d e n t i f i e d  mixed waste streams amenable t o  common treatment 

8 

techno1 ogi es 

Formulated a common evaluation process 

8 Developed Ohio Options f o r  those waste streams i d e n t i f i e d  by t h e  
group 

2.0 Evaluation C r i t e r i a  

A f te r  t he  l i s t  was establ ished iden t i f y i ng  t h e  universe o f  options 
(Table B - 1 1 ,  threshold c r i t e r i a  were establ ished t o  determine i f  an 
opt ion was v i a b l e  and should be considered f u r t h e r .  

These threshold c r i  t e r i  a i ncl  uded : 

8 

8 

Does t h e  opt ion t r e a t  t o  Land Disposal R e s t r i c t i o n  standards? 

Does the  opt ion t r e a t  wastes which have been i d e n t i f i e d  as  being 
i n  common among the Ohio s i t e s ?  

' 8  Can t h e  opt ion t r e a t  . the i d e n t i f i e d  volumes o f  wastes economically 
and w i t h i n  a reasonable schedule? 
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Table B-1 (Cont'd) 

Universe o f  Options Considered 
t o  Formulate the Ohio Options 

S i  te/Faci 1 i t y  

Mobile Chemical Treatment 

I n c l i  
Mobi 
Mobi 
Mobi 
Mobi 
Mobi 
Mobi 
Mobi 
Mobi 
Mobi 

ing:  
e Amalgamation 
e Chemical /Wet Air Oxidatiori 
e Chemical Reduction 
e Organics Recovery 
e Macroencapsul a t  i on 
e Neutral izat ion 
e Deactivation 
e Steam Str ipping 
e Water Wash 

Mobile Biodegradation 
Mobile Chemical Prec ip i ta t ion 

Mobile Incinerator 

CRU4 Melter 
Mercury Treatabi 1 i t v  Sti it l  ic!s 

~ ~~ 

Exi s t i n g  
Faci 1 i ty  

~~ 

B - 3  

P1 anned 
Faci 1 i t y  

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 

X 

Does Not 
Meet 

Threshold 
C r i t e r i a  

X 

Vi,abl e 
A1 te rna t i  ve 

X 

X 
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Table 6 - 1  (Cont’d) 

Universe o f  Options Considered 
t o  Formulate the.0hio Options 

S i  te/Faci 1 i t y  

Portsmouth 
Groundwater Treatment Systems 
Wastewater Treatment Svstems 

Neutra l izat ion 
F i  1 t r a t i o n  

h a  1 gamat i on 

Mobi 1 e Stabi 1 i z a t i  on 

Debris/Soi 1 Washing 

Chemical Oxidation 
Mobi l e  Thermal Desorption 
Mobi 1 e Inc inerator  

Mnund 

.G1 ass  Me1 t e r  

Exi s t i n g  
Faci 1 i t y  

X 

X 

X 

Mobile Packed Bed Reactor 

8-4 

P1 anned 
Faci 1 i t y  

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

- x  

X 

V i  ab1 e 
A1 t e r n a t i  ve 

Threshold 
C r i t e r i a  

X 1 

X I 
I X 
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# STP-001 Rev 1 

a 



Table B - 1  (Cont’d) 

S i  te/Faci 1 i t y  Exi s t i  ng P1 anned Does Not V i  ab1 e 
Faci 1 i t y  Faci 1 i t y  Meet A1 t e r n a t i  ve 

Threshold 

Mobile Lead Decontamination 

Amalgamation (Bench Scale) 

Macroencapsulation (Bench Scale) 
Thermal Desorption (Bench Scale) 
S t a b i l i z a t i o n  (Bench Scale) 

Out o f  State 

Oak Ridge Mixed Waste Treatment F a c i l i t y  
(Mercury 1 
Oak Ridge Mixed Waste Treatment F a c i l i t y  
( S t a b i l i z a t i o n )  

TSCA Inc inerator  

INEL WERF Inc inerator  

Savannah River Consolidated Inc ine ra t i on  
F a c i l i t y  K I F )  

Envi rocare (Stabi 1 i z a t i o n )  

6-5 

X X 

X X 

X X 

X X 

X X 

X X 

X X 

X X 

X X 

X X 

X X 
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3.0 Viable Options 

S i  te/Faci  1 i t y  Ex is t ing  
Faci 1 i t y  

Ohi o Mobi 1 e Chemical Treatment 

I n c l  udi ng : 
Ama 1 gama t i on 
Chemical Oxidation 
Deacti v a t i  on 
Macroencapsul a t i  on 

Oak Ridge i l ixed Waste Treatment 
Faci 1 i t y  (Mercury) 
Mercury Treatabi 1 i t y  Studies 

Amal gamati on ( Bench Sca 1 e 1 

Ohio Mobi 1 e Stabi 1 i z a t i  on 
Envi rocare (S tab i l i za t i on )  
Oak Ridge Mixed Waste Treatment 
F a c i l i t y  (S tab i l i za t i on )  
Portsmouth Stabi 1 i zat ion Faci 1 i t y  

FEMP MAWS ( V i  t r i  f i  c a t i  on 1 

Mound Glass Melter 

TSCA Inc inerator  
Ohio Mobi 1 e Inc inerator  
INEL WERF Inc inerator  
Savannah River Consol i dated 
Inc inera t ion  F a c i l i t y  (CIF) 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

From t h i  s i n i  ti a1 compari son agai ns t  the  threshold c r i  t e r i  a ,  t h e  
universe o f  options from Table B - 1  was reduced t o  show the  v iab le  
options on Table B-2 below. 

P1 anned 
Faci 1 i t y  

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Table 6 - 2  
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4.0 . Common Technologies 

The Ohio DOE s i t e s  compiled a l i s t  o f  mixed waste streams amenable t o  
common treatment technologies and performed a comparison. The r e s u l t s  
o f  t h i  s compari son i dent i  f i e d  the  common techno1 ogi es and i n i  ti ated 
d i  scussi ons o f  ex i  s t i n g  options whi ch could meet the  treatment needs. 

0 Ama 1 gamati on 

B 

1) Use o f  a mobile treatment u n i t *  

0 Stabi 1 i z a t i  on 

1) Use o f  a mobile treatment u n i t *  

0 Chemi ca l  Oxidation 

Wastes are not  compatible 
FEMP - non-cyanide bearing waste 
Portsmouth - cyanide bearing waste 

0 Deacti v a t i  on 

Wastes are not  compatible 
Portsmouth - sodium metal i n  kerosene 
B a t t e l l e  - t i t a n j u m  and other metals f i n e l y  d iv ided 

B 0 Macroencapsul a t i  on 
- 

1) Use o f  a mobile treatment u n i t *  

0 V i t r i f i c a t i o n  

1) Use o f  MAWS f a c i l i t y  a t  t he  FEMP 

0 I nc ine ra t i on  

1) Use o f  a mobile treatment u n i t *  

* Mobile treatment i s  intended t o  represent two possible 
scenarios: 1) located a t  one s i t e ,  t h e  other f a c i l i t i e s  
shipping waste t o  be t reated:  2)  share the u n i t  o r  t h e  
contract ing,  pre-operational studies,  and engineering. 

B - 7  
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Table B-3 

Ohio S i t e  

Ohio Waste Streams 
With Common Treatment Options 

# o f  Waste Streams 

This tab le  was developed t o  i l l u s t r a t e  the  number o f  common waste 
streams i n  the  Ohio Options and t o  support discussions on how the  Ohio 
Options might be implemented. 

B a t t e l l  e 
FEMP 

NOTE: United States Enrichment Corporation (USEC) located i n  
Portsmouth, Ohio, was added t o  the  l i s t  of Ohio s i t e s .  OEPA 
requested USEC t o  prepare a S i t e  Treatment Plan. Also, Paducah 
Gaseous D i f fus ion  Plant (Paducah. KY).  located i n  Paducah, 
Kentucky, was added t o  the  l i s t  of Ohio s i t es  per an i n i t i a l  OAT 
recomendation t o  ship mercury waste t o  the FEMP f o r  treatment. 

1 
7 

~ ~~ 

Mound 1 

Portsmouth . 1  
RMI 0 

USEC 1 
I1 I II 

Paducah. KY 4 

Ohio S i t e  

Macroencapsul a t i  on , 1 

# o f  Waste Streams 
I I 

B a t t e l l  e 
FEMP 

0 ll Portsmouth II 

1 
9 

~~ 

080288 
. ,  
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Table B - 3  (Cont’d) 

Ohio S i t e  

B a t t e l l  e 

FEMP 

Mound 
Portsmouth 

Ohio Waste Streams 
With Common Treatment Options 

# o f  Waste Streams 

0 
65 
0 

22 
RM I 

USEC 

7 ,  
8 

V i t r i f i c a t i o n  

Ohio S i t e  

B a t t e l l  e 
FEMP 

# o f  Waste Streams 

0 

0 

Portsmouth 

RMI 
USEC 

Chemical Oxidation 

3 
0 
0 

Ohio S i t e  

B a t t e l l  e 
# o f  Waste Streams 

0 
~~~~ ~ 

FEMP 
Mound 

I USEC 1 N/A 

Waste Streams Incornpati b l e  

0 
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Table 8 - 3  (Cont'd) 

Ohio Waste Streams 
With Common Treatment Options 

Ohio S i t e  # of Waste Streams 

B a t t e l l  e Waste Streams Incornpati b l e  
FEMP 0 

USEC I NA I1 
* The Ohio Option f o r  inc inerat ion i s  the  use of a mobile, vendor supplied 

inc inera tor .  It should be noted t h a t  the ind iv idual  s i t es  chose t o  
u t i l i z e  the TSCA Incinerator a t  Oak Ridge. See respective PSTPs fo r  
eval u a t i  ons . 

Portsmouth 
RM I 

USEC 

'B-10 

Waste Streams Incornpati b l e  
0 

NA 
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Ohio S i t e  

B a t t e l l  e 
FEMP 

.Mound 

Portsmouth 

# of Waste Streams 

0 
111 

0 

19 
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5.0 Ohio Options 

Ohio Options represent shared preferred options t o  t r e a t  waste streams 
amenable t o  common treatment. The wastes are t o  be t rea ted  w i t h i n  Ohio 
a t  one o r  more o f  the s i t e s .  

B 
Of t h e  seven comon technologies, four were included i n  t h e  Ohio 
Options. Chemical Oxidation, Deactivation and V i t r i f i c a t i o n  were 
el iminated due t o  incompatible common waste streams. The Ohio Options 
use mobi 1 e, vendor suppl i e d  treatment equipment. 

Ohio ODtion Common Techno1 oqy 

Ohio Mobile Chemical Treatment System. Amalgamation 
Macroencapsul a t i o n  

Ohio Mobile S t a b i l i z a t i o n  System S t a b i l i z a t i o n  

Ohio Mobi l e  Inc inerator  I nc ine ra t i on  

I n  order for  an Ohio Option t o  be implemented, t he  fo l lowing issues must 
be resolved: 

Permit issues for receipt  and treatment of o f f - s i t e  waste 
Scheduling 
Funding 
P r o w  r emen t 
Int roduct ion o f  addi t ional  radionucl ides t o  a s i t e  
Return o f  treatment residuals t o  the  s i t e  o f  o r i g i n  
Equity issues between the states 
Stakeholder concerns 

The use o f  t h e  Ohio Options was evaluated separately by each o f  t h e  
s i t e s  i n t h e  respective PSTPs . B a t t e l l  e Col umbus Laboratory devel oped 
the Ohio Mobile S t a b i l i z a t i o n  System a t  t h e  FEMP as t h e  Preferred Option 
f o r  treatment of one mixed waste stream. 

The States w i l l  continue discussion o f  mixed waste being t rea ted  a t  o f f -  
s i t e  locat ions.  These discussions may invo lve  equ i t y  issues t o  
es tab l i sh  a fair and j u s t  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of mixed waste treatment a t  DOE 
s i t e s .  These equi ty  discussions may r e s u l t  i n  addi t ional  DOE s i t e s  
i d e n t i f y i n g  the FEMP f o r  treatment of t h e i r  mixed wastes i n  the  f u t u r e .  

.._ 
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Appendix C 
FEMP Mixed Waste Strearns/Treatabi 1 i t y  Groups 

Appendix C presents information on the FEMP mixed low level waste streams i n  
tables by treatabi 1 i t y  groups. The treatabi 1 i t y  groups were developed by DOE- 
HQ t o  have a uniform method of tracking mixed low level waste streams 
throughout the DOE complex. 

Extensive information on each FEMP waste stream has been incorporated i n t o  
these tables. A key defining the column headers on the tables begins on page 
C - 1. 
t o  interpreting the tables i n  Appendix C .  

The reader should review and become familiar w i t h  the entire key prior 
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Mixed Low Level Waste Streams t o  be Treated by Treatment Train G . . . C-154 

Treatment Tra in  H . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . C-164 

Mixed Low Level Waste Streams t o  be Treated by Treatment Tra in  H . . . C-165 

Treatment Tra in  I . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . C-168 

Mixed Low Level Waste Streams t o  be Treated by Treatment Train I . . . C-169 

Treatment Tra in  J . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . C-179 

Mixed Low Level Waste Streams t o  be Treated by Treatment Train J . . . C-180 

Treatment Tra in  K . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . C-182 

Mixed Low Level Waste Streams t o  be Treated by Treatment Tra in  K . . . C-183 

Treatment Tra in  L . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . C-186 

Mixed Low Level Waste Stream t o  be Treated by Treatment Train L . . . . C-187 

Treatment Tra in  M . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . C-188 

Mixed Low Level Waste Streams t o  be Treated by Treatment Tra in  M . . . C-189 

Treatment Tra in  N . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . C-191 

Mixed Low Level Waste Stream t o  be Treated by Treatment Train N . . . . C-192 

Treatment Tra in  0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . C-193 

Mixed Low Level Waste Stream t o  be Treated by Treatment Train 0 . . . . C-194 

Treatment Train P . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . C-195 

Mixed Low Level Waste Stream t o  be Treated by Treatment Train P . . . . C-196 

V 
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KEY FOR WASTE STREAM TABLES 

Code 

DOOlA 

DO01 B 

DO01 C 

DOOlD 

DOOlE 

DO01 F 

- 7212 

Descri p t i  on 
I g n i t a b l e  l i q u i d s ,  h igh TOC non-wastewater (2 10% TOC) 

I g n i t a b l e  l i q u i d s ,  low TOC non-wastewater (<  10% TOC) 

I g n i t a b l e  l i q u i d s ,  wastewater ( 5  1% TSS. & TOC except 
c e r t a i n  F .  K codes: see 40 CFR 268.2) 

I g n i  t a b l  e compressed gasses 

I g n i  t a b l  e reac t i  ves 

Oxidizers 

The waste streams are organized by T r e a t a b i l i t y  Group. A general Treatment 
T ra in  has been i d e n t i f i e d  w i t h  each waste stream. 
Tra in  are i n  the  back of t h i s  appendix. 

Column #1 MEF# 

Diagrams f o r  each Treatment 

D002A 

D002B 

D003D 

D006A 

D006B 

D008A 

D008B 

D008C 

D009C 

D009D 

D009E 

F005A 

The FEMP’s i n t e r n a l  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  number used f o r  t rack ing  waste 
s t  reams. 

Column #2 MWIR I D  # 

. I d e n t i f i c a t i o n  number assigned t o  each waste stream i n  FFCAct 
Final M i  xed Waste Inventory Report. 

Column #3 EPA CODES 

I d e n t i f i e s  EPA Waste Codes and LDR subcategories as fo l l ows :  

Acid l i q u i d s  (pH 5 2) 

A lka l i ne  l i q u i d s  (pH = 12.5)  
Water r e a c t i  ves 

Cadmi um contai n i  ng ba t te r i es  

Cadmi um 
Lead ac id  ba t te r i es  

Lead 

Radioactive 1 ead sol  i ds 

Low mercury 

E l  errmtal  mercury contaminated w i t h  rad i  oact i  ve materi a1 s 

Hydraul i c o i  1 contaminated w i t h  mercury: r e a c t i  \le materi a1 s 
category 

Spent solvents (other than 2-nitropropane and 
2-ethoxyethanol ) 

c - 1  



KEY FOR WASTE STREAM TABLES (Continued) 
The * a f t e r  t he  EPA code corre la tes t o  the technology based LDR Treatment * 7212  
Standard i d e n t i f i e d  i n  Column 9. 

LDR Waste subcategories o f  wastewater ( W W )  and non-wastewater (NWW) are 
i d e n t i f i e d  i n  Column #3 f o r  aqueous l i q u i d s  only.  

Column #4 

Column #5 

Column #6 

Column #7 

Column #8 

Column #9 

Column #IO 

WASTE DESCRIPTION 

Provides waste stream descr ip t ion as recorded on the Materia 
Evaluation Form (MEF). 

CURRENT QTY 

Quant i t ies i n  kilograms (kgs) are taken from the  Mater ia ls Control 
and Accountabi 1 i t y  (MC&A) database. Inventory i s  current  as o f  
October 21, 1994. 

Quant i t ies i n  cybic meters (m3) are estimated using a conversion 
f a c t o r  o f  0.2 m /container.  

5 YEAR RATE 

The t o t a l  quant i ty  o f  mixed waste projected t o  be generated over 
the  next f i v e  years (FY 1995 - FY 1999) from rou t i ne  operat ions.  
These pro ject ions do not i nc l  ude remedi a t i  on waste. 

RADIOLOG I CAL CONCENTRATION 

Uran. : Uranium 
U235: Uranium 235 
Th: Thorium 

BASIS OF CHAR 

PK : Process Know1 edge 
SA: Sampling and Analysis 

LDR TREATMENT STANDARD 

The s p e c i f i c  technology based LDR treatment standard i s  i d e n t i f i e d  
where appl icable.  The t a f t e r  t h e  technology based LDR treatment 
standard corre la tes t o  the  EPA code marked w i t h  a sr i n  Column 3. 

The remaining establ i shed treatment standards are concentrat ion 
based. 

TREATMENT TRAIN/PROJECT NAME 

The la rge  l e t t e r  i d e n t i f i e d  w i th  each waste stream represents t h e  
s p e c i f i c  FEMP treatment t r a i n  t o  which t h a t  waste stream i s  
assigned. 
Appendix C .  

The p r o j e c t  name i d e n t i f i e s  the s p e c i f i c  p r o j e c t  used t o  implement 
the  prefer red opt ion.  

Diagrams o f  each treatment t ra in  are i n  t h e  back of 

c - 2  
PSTP - Appendix C 
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KEY FOR WASTE STREAM TABLES (Continued) 

Column #11 PREFERRED OPTION/DISPOSAL OPTION 

PREFERRED OPTION 

Hydrof luor ic  Ac-id (HF) 
Neutral i za t ion  System 

UNH Treatment System 

Thori um N i t r a t e  Treatment System 

Wastewater Treatment 

Ohio Mobi 1 e Stabi 1 i z a t i  on System 

I d e n t i f i e s  the  Preferred Option selected f o r  t he  treatment of t he  waste 
stream. 

TREATMENT LOCATION 

Ex is t i ng  F a c i l i t i e s  

Ex i s t i ng  F a c i l i t i e s  

Exi s t i  ng Faci 1 i ti es 

Exi s t i  ng Faci 1 i ti es 

Mobi 1 e Vendor 

ON-SITE 

ON-SITE 

ON-S ITE 

ON-SITE 

ON-S ITE 

The FEMP has provided the  disposal opt ion for  each waste stream. 

Ohi o Mobi 1 e Chemical Treatment 
System 

TSCA Inc ine ra to r  

Envi roca r e  

MLLW - Mixed Low Level Waste Disposal 
LLW - Low Level Naste Disposal 

Ex i s t i ng  capacity i s  avai lab le a t  t he  Nevada Test S i t e  (NTS) f o r  
disposal o f  LLW from the FEMP and a t  Envirocare o f  Utah f o r  MLLW 
disposal . 

DOE has i d e n t i f i e d  a t o t a l  o f  e i g h t  Preferred Options f o r  management o f  
MLLW a t  the FEMP. These e ight  Preferred Options are l i s t e d  below. 

ON-SITE 
Mobi 1 e Vendor 

Exi s t i n g  DOE Faci 1 i t y  
OFF-S ITE 

OFF-S ITE 
Exi s t i  ng Commerci a1 Faci 1 i t y  

Changes i n  the FEMP mixed waste streams, quant i t ies and t r e a t a b i l i t y  groups from the  
Final Mixed Waste Inventory Report t o  the PSTP have resul ted from: 

0 

0 

0 

Re-characteri z a t i  on based upon sampling and analysis o r  re-examination o f  
process know1 edge. 

Re-character izat ion o f  t he  waste due t o  v isual  inspections and rea l  t ime 
radiography . 

Combining waste streams o f  1 i ke character izat ion.  

0 Mixed waste debris shipped t o  Envirocare o f  Utah f o r  disposal 

c-3 



GROUP #1 
WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 
MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 

AQUEOUS LIQUID, TOXIC ORGANICS 

Fool 
F002 

DO18 
DO21 
DO35 
DO38 
DO39 
DO4 0 
DO4 3 
F002 
FOOSA 

(ww) 
PO01 
F002 
F005A 

WW = WASTEWATER 
NWW = NONWASTEWATER 

WASTR 
DESCRIPTION 

(NAOH) FROM PLANT 
E RAFFINATE 
PROCESSING 

RAINWATER FROM 30,076 31.2 
WASTE PIT AREA 

RINSEATE WATER 161 0 . 4  

5 YEAR RATE RADIOLOOICAL BASIS 
CONCKNTRRTION 

Ave. Wax. 

0 0 Uran. 0 . 4  - - -  I ;P 
PPm 

U235 1.5 - - -  
ut% 

0 0 1 PK NOT AVAILABLE 

c-4 

LDR 
TWATMKNT 
STANDARD 

DEACTIVATION* 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

A 
LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS 
ONLY) 

C 
LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS 
ONLY) 

G 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

A 
LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 

WASTEWATER 
TREATMENT (ON- 
SITE) 

LLW 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

MLLW 

MOB I LE 
TREATMENT CHEMICAL 

SYSTEM 

MLLW 

WASTEWATER 
TREATMENT 
(ON- S ITE 

LLW 

"8' \. 

?s 
P 

PSTP - A p p e n w  C 
# STP-001 Rev 1 



GROUP #1 

BPA 
CODXS 

2425 FM-W332 

10014 FM-W136 

WASTB CURRXNT QTY 5 YSAR RATB RADIOLOGICAL BASIS 

CHAR. 
DXSCRIPTION CONCENTRATION OF 

(kg) (m’) (kg) (m’) Ave. Max. 

WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 
MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 

AQUEOUS LIQUID, TOXIC ORGANICS 

D002A* 
Fool 
F002 
F005A 

(ww) 
DO39 

(Nww) 

CTC CORROSIVE 198 0.2 1,040 1.0 Uran. 24.5 - - -  PK 
WASTE PPm 

U235 0.14 - - -  
w t %  

2,641 2 . 8  0 0 Uran. 4.9 12.1 PK U-CONTAMINATED 
WATER P P ~  Ppm SA 

U235 0.58 0.73 
w t %  w t Z  

WW = WASTEWATER 
NWW = NONWASTEWATER c-5 

TREATMENT PREPBRRBD LDR OPTIONW) / 
TRAIN/ TRXATMENT 

STANDARD PROJECT NAMB DISPOSAL OPTION 

OHIO MOBILE 
TREATMENT CHEMICAL 

SYSTEM 

G DEACTIVATION AND 
MEET UTS+ 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED TREATMENT 
TREATMENT PROJECT STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED MLLW 

CHEMICAL 

WASTEWATER TREATMENT 
TREATMENT STANDARDS 

EFFECTIVE 9/19/96 (ON- S ITE) 
LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE (LIQUIDS PROJECT 

ONLY) 

* 
?9 
w 

PSTP - App&&x C 
# STP-001 Rev 1 



GROUP #2  

VOll 

(W) 

D002A* 
DO05 
V007 

('W) 

vu11 

(WW) 

DO07 
F002 

(WW) 

783 FM-WOO8 

844 FM-WO92 

- 
873 FM-WO94 

FM- Wn96 

X-RAY FIXER & 
DEVELOPER, 
CLEAR LIQUID 

UNH SOLUTION IN 
TANKS 

SPENT FIXER 

GROUNDWATER 
FROM WELL U2649 

FM-W113 1 D002A* DO07 

(WW) 

WASTE 
CODBS DBSCRIPTION I 

NITRIC ACID 

WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 
MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 

AQUEOUS LIQUID, TOXIC METALS w / o  MERCURY 

123 0.2 

8 4 0 , 0 0 0  761 

612 1.2 

752 1.2 

31 0.2 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

~~ _____ 

1,537 1.3 

0 0 

RADIOLOQICAL 
CONCKNTRATION 

Ave . Max. 

NOT AVAILABLE 

Uran. 120 - - -  
!3/l 

U235 0199 - - -  
w t %  

Uran. 0.01 - - -  
u t %  

U235 0.2 - - -  
w t 2  

Uran. 9.3 - - -  
PPb 

NOT AVAILABLE 

PK 

PK 

PK 

PK 
SA 

PK 

LDR 
TRBATMXNT 
STANDARD 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

DEACTIVATION+ 

REMA IN I NG 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

PREFERRED 
TRAIN/ OPTION(S)/ 

PROJECT NAME DISPOSAL 
OPTION 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 

PROJECT 

N UNH TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

NEUTRALIZATION 
PROJECT 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT I F 

CHEMICAL TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

SYSTEM 

MLLW 

WASTEWATER 
TREATMENT (On- A .  I site) 

LIQUID MIXED WASTE 

(LIQUIDS ONLY) PROJECT LLW 

A WASTEWATER 
TREATMENT I (ON- S ITE ) 

LIQUID MIXED WASTE 
PROJECT (LIQUIDS 
ONLY) 

DEACTIVATION* 

REMA IN I NG 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

4! 
29 
F 

PSTP # STP-001 - AppenTP R v 1 
WW& WASTEWATER 
NWW = NONWASTEWATER C-6 



GROUP #2 

- 
1113 

2504 

30080 

40181 

FM-W315 DO11 

lww) 

D006B 

DO04 
DO07 
DO088 

WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 
MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 

AQUEOUS LIQUID, TOXIC METALS w/o MERCURY 

WASTE 
DESCRIPTION 

CONCENTRATE 9 8  
FIXER 

0 .4  

SOLUTION IN 
TANK T-2 

CONTAMINATED 228 0.2 
SOIL, ROCKS, 
DEBRIS 
(CONTAINS 
LIQUIDS ONLY) 

THORIUM NITRATE I 2.280 0.6 

5 YEAR RAT8 RRDIOLOGICAL 
CONCENTRRTION 

0 0 NOT AVAILABLE 

0 0 Th-228 0.0021 - - -  
pCi/rnl 

pCi/ml 

pCi/ml 

Th-230 ~0.0038 - - -  

Th-232 <0.0027 - - -  

0 0 Uran. 96,983 - - -  
PPm 

w t t  
U235 1.25 - - -  

0 0 NOT AVAILABLE 

BASIS 
OF 

CHAR. - - 
PK 

PK 
SA 

SA 

PK 

LDR 
TREATMENT 
STANDARD 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

DEACTIVATION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

DEACTIVATION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

DEACTIVATION+ 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

F 
CHEMICAL TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

P 
THORIUM NITRATE 
RCRA CLOSURE 

F 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

MLLW 

F 
CHEMICAL TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

THORIUM 
NITRATE 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

LLW 

OHIO CHEMICAL MOBILE 

TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

MLLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

MLLW 

WW = WASTEWATER 
NWW = NONWASTEWATER c-7 
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GROUP #3  WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 
MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 

AQUEOUS LIQUID, TOXIC METALS w/ MERCURY 

STANDARD 

REMAINING 

WASTEWATER 
NONWASTEWATER C-8 

rrg 
t9 

w 
w 
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GROUP # 4  

- 
1229 

1707 

2362 

FM - W10 1 

FM- W115 

FM-N3 93 

D001C* 
DO086 
DO18 
DO19 
DO39 
DO40 
F002 
F003 

D002A* 
DO07 
DOO8B 
DO19 
DO28 
DO39 
Fool 
F002 

(WW) 

D002A* 
DO07 
D008B 
DO18 
DO35 
DO39 
DO40 

(WW) 

WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 
MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 

AQUEOUS LIQUID, TOXIC ORGANICS, TOXIC METALS w/o MERCURY 

WASTB 
DBSCRIPTION 

CONTAMINATED SUMP 
WATER 

LAB GENERATED 
WASTE, ACID 
DIGESTATES 

RADIOACTIVE 
ACIDIC LAB WASTE 

PK 
PPm SA 

6.6 15,280 13.4 Uran. 577 - - -  6,019 

U235 1.1 _ _ _  
w t %  

Th 7.62 _ _ _  
4 1  

2.6 0 0 Uran. 522 711 PK 2,549 
PPm PPm SA 

U235 3.6 5.0 
PPm PPm 

0 Uran. 1.25 2.52 PK 10,544 9.4 0 
PPm PPm SA 

U234 201 399 
pCi/l pCi/l 

U235 12 23 
pCi/l pCi/l 

U238 456 745 
pCi/l pCi/l 

STABILIZATION I TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTFATION 
BASED I 
DEACTIVATION AND 
MEET UTS* 

INCINERATOR 

LIQUIDS-MLLW 
SOLIDS-LLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 

E DEACTIVATION AND 
MEET UTS OR 
ORGANIC RECOVERY 
OR COMBUSTION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 

LIQUID 
WASTE PROJECT 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 

REMA IN I NG 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT PROJECT STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

A DEACTIVATION+ 

REMA IN I NG 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

SYSTEM 

WASTEWATER 
TREATMENT (ON- 
SITE) 

WW = WASTEWATER 
NWW = NONWASTEWATER c-9 
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GROUP #4  

2364 FM-N383 

2498 FM-N384 

D001C* 
D006B 
DO07 
D008B 
DO18 
DO35 
DO39 
DO40 

(ww) 

DO088 
D012+ 
DO39 
F002 
F003 

(WW) 

WW = WASTEWATER 
NWW = NONWASTEWATER 

WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 
MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 

AQUEOUS LIQUID, TOXIC ORGANICS, TOXIC METALS w/o MERCURY 

WASTE 
DBSCRIPTION 

NEUTRAL LAB WASTE 
FROM THE ANALYSIS 
OF SAMPLES 

SUMP LIQUOR 

2,300 2.4 0 0 Uran. 1.70 - - -  
PPm 

U235 45.12 - - -  
pCi/l 

5 6 0  0.6 0 0 Uran. 3.3 410 
PPm PPm 

Th 910 _ _ _  
PPm 

PK DEACTIVATION AND 
SA MEET UTS OR 

ORGANIC RECOVERY 
OR COMBUSTION+ 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

PK BIODEGRADATION 
SA OR INCINERATION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

c--10 

C 
LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

C. 
LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

MLLW 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

MLLW 

PSTP - Appendix C 
# STP-001, Rev 1 



GROUP #5  WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 
MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 

AQUEOUS LIQUID, TOXIC ORGANICS, TOXIC METALS w/ MERCURY 

DHSCRIPTION 

WW = WASTEWATER 
NWW = NONWASTEWATER c-11 

PSTP - Appendix C 
# STP-001 Rev 1 



GROUP # 6  WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 
MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 

AQUEOUS LIQUID, IGNITABLE, REACTIVE, or (CORROSIVE) ONLY 

D002Bt 

(WW) 

WW = WASTEWATER 
NWW = NONWASTEWATER 

WAST8 
DBSCRIPTfON 

CONTAMINATED 
WATER FROM 
CHEMICAL PIT # 2  
SURFACE CAP 

DILUTE 
HYDROFLUORIC ACID 

HF TANK CAR 

TCLP EXTRACTS LAB 
GENERATED WASTE 

ACID WASTE 

U235 0.201 0.579 
w t t  

19,710 19.7 - - -  0 0 Uran. 63 
PP! 

Th e 4 5  _ _ -  
PPm 

155 0 . 2  

3,189 4.0 

811 0.7 NOT AVAILABLE 

0 0 NOT AVAILABLE 

c-12 

BASIS 
OF 

CHAR. - 
PK 
SA 

PK 

PK 
SA 

I I A  DEACTIVATION* 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

I o  DEACTIVATION+ 

HF RCRA CLOSURE 

DEACTIVATION+ 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

DEACTIVATION t n 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 

PREPBAR80 
OPTIONS (SI / 
DISPOSAL OPTION 

WASTEWATER 
TREATMENT 
(ON- S I TE 1 

LLW 

HF 
NEUTRALIZATION 
SYSTEM 

LLW 

WASTEWATER 
TREATMENT (ON- 
SITE) 

LLW 

WASTEWATER 
TREATMENT (ON- 
SITE) 

LLW 

1\3 
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- 
GROUP #7 

2210 

W 

WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 
MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 

AQUEOUS LIQUID, (IGNITABLE) , REACTIVE, or CORROSIVE ONLY 

WASTEWATER 
TREATMENT SITE) (ON- A FM-W325 D001F+ HYDROGEN PEROXIDE 908 0 . 8  4,163 4.1 NOT AVAILABLE PK DEACTIVATION+ 

SOLUTION 

LIQUID MIXED 

(LIQUIDS ONLYJ WASTE PROJECT LLW (ww)  

WASTEWATER 
NONWASTEWATER C-13 
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GROUP #8  WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 
MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 

ORGANIC LIQUID, TOXIC ORGANICS 

- 
BASIS 
OF 

CHAR. - - 
PK 

RADIOLOQICAL 
CONCSNTRATION 

Ave . Max. 

LDR 
TRBATMgWT 
STANDARD 

1 
Uran. - - -  1 

PPm 

U235 0.5 0.6 
wtb wt% 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR I FM-W285 DEACTIVATION 

AND MEET UTS 
OR ORGANIC 
RECOVERY OR 
COMBUSTION4 

C '  
LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

c 

WATER/GAS MIXTURE 
FROM TANK #8 

1,990 2.4 0 0 

MLLW 

14,095 17.0 Uran. 1 1 
PPm PPm 

U235 0.79 0.85 
wt% wt% 

ORGANIC 
RECOVERY OR 
COMBUSTION* 

0 0 TSCA 
INClNERATOR 

345 FM-N¶OO 

38s FM- W O O 9  

395 FM- N3 7 8 

418 FM-W030 

C001A* CONTAMINATED 
DO18 KEROSENE 

PK 
SA 

- 
PK 
SA 

PK 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) MLLW 

100 0.2 0 0 NOT AVAILABLE ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR C DO18 SPENT SOLVENT 

Fool (1.1.1- 
F002 TRICHLORCETHANE) 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

C 

MLLW 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

179 0.2 152 0.6 ORGANIC 
RECOVERY or 
COMBUSTION4 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

NOT AVAILARLE D001A4 PAINT THINNERS AND 
F002 PAINT RESIDUES 
F003 
FOOSA LIQUID MIXED 

WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

MLLW 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR ' 

DOOlA4 I SPENT ACETONE 
F003 

975 12.0 1,061 1.0 NOT AVAILABLE PK ORGANIC 
RECOVERY or 
COMBUSTION4 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

C 
LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

a 
MLLW r 

Pp 
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GROUP # 8  WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 
MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 

ORGANIC LIQUID, TOXIC ORGANICS 

RADIOLOQICAL 
CONCENTRATION 

Ave . Max. 

LDR 
TREATMENT 
BTANDARD 

WASTE 
DXSCRIPTION 

- - 
PK 

PK 

PK 

PK 
SA 

- 
419 

~~ 

NOT ' AVAILABLE C SPENT XYLENE 121 1.8 ORGANIC 
RECOVERY or 
COMBUSTION+ 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

255 0.2 D001A* 
F003 

FM- WO 3 1 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY1 

MLLW 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

~~ 

SPENT METHANOL 71 0.1 NOT AVAILABLE ORGANIC 
RECOVERY or 
COMBUSTI ON 

REMAIN I NG 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRAT I ON 
BASED 

C 4 2 1  FM- W032 DOOlAt 
F003 

140 2 . 0  

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

MLLW 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

15 0.2 95 0.1 NOT AVAILABLE ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

C 4 2 2  FM-W033 F002 
* 

SPENT METHYLENE 
CHLORIDE 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

c 
MLLW 

TSCA 
I NCI NERAT@ 

DO18 HYDRAULIC OIL FROM 
BALER IN DRUM 
RECONDITIONING 

177 0 . 2  0 0 Uran. 6 14 
PPm PPm 

U235 0 . 6 2  0 . 8 2  
ut % w t %  

4 3 8  FM-WO41 TREATMENT 
STANDARD 
EFFECTIVE 
9/19/96 LIQUID MIXED 

WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY1 

PSTP - Appendix C 
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GROUP #8  WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 
MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 

ORGANIC LIQUID, TOXIC ORGANICS 

- - 

- - 
PK 
SA 

PK 
SA 

PK 
SA 

PK 
SA 

PK 
SA 

WMTB 
DESCRIPTION LDR 

TREATMENT 
STANDARD - 

455 Uran. 0.5 0.6 
PPm PPm 

U235 0.346 1.411 
ut% ut% 

UNLABELED DRUM 
CONTAINING 1.1,l- 
TRICHLOROETHANE 

111 0.2 0 0 FM-W289 D001A* 
Fool ORGANIC 

RECOVERY or 
COMBUSTION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR C 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

MLLW 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

459 FM-W046 DOOlA+ 
Fool 
F002 

PAINT 204 0.2 0 0 Uran. 22 86 
PPm PPm 

U235 0.67 0 . 7 1  
ut % wt% 

C ORGANIC 
RECOVERY or 
COMBUST I ON t 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

MLLW 
480 

~~ 

FM-W333 DO18 
F002 

USED OIL GENERATED 
DURING CONSTRUCTION 
PROJECTS 

1,172 1.4 0 .  0 ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

C Uran. 24 51 
PPm PPm 

U235 0.69 0.84 
wt% wtP 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

C 

MLLW 

507 FM-N401 D001A+ 
DO18 

113 0.2 0 0 NOT AVAILABLE ORGANIC 
RECOVERY or 
COMBUSTION* 

GASOLINE TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

MLLW 
LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

C 
LIQUID WASTE PROJECT MIXED 

(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

FM-W054 DOOlAI 
DO35 

PAINT THINNER . . 220 0.2 0 0 Uran. 1 3 
PPm PPm 

U235 0 . 5 5  0.65 
ut% wt% 

ORGANIC 
RECOVERY or 
COMBUST I ON 

rSCA 

I NERAT04 

PSTP - Appensbl C 
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GROUP # 8  WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 
MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 

ORGANIC LIQUID, TOXIC ORGANICS 

LDR 
TRgATMKNT 
STANDARD 

TRBRRIHtrr 
TRAINS/ 

PROJECT NAME - 
638 

- 
PK FM-W076 I 0 0 TREATMENT 

STANDARD 
EFFECTIVE 
9/19/96 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR C 

_ _ _  Uran. 0.01 
wt2 

U23S 0 . 5 0  
wt% 

_ _ _  
LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY 1 MLLW 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

658 0 0 _ _ _  Uran. 0.01 
wt% 

U23S 1.0 
wt2 

_ _ _  

TREATMENT 
STANDARD 
EFFECTIVE 
9/19/96 

C CODED AS OIL - 40 0.2 
STRONG SOLVENT ODOR 

PK 

PK 
SA 

PK 

PK 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) MLLW 

1713 169 0.2 ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

C TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

- - _  Uran. 0.01 
wt% 

U235 0 . 5  - - -  
wt% 

FM- W 3 0 9 DO4 0 
Fool 
F002 
F005A 

FM-W119 DO18 

FM-W312 DO18 

FM- W3 16 DOOlAt 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) MLLW 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

6,968 . 7 . 5  Alpha ~ 2 . 2  - _ -  
pCi/ml 

Beta ~ 5 . 1  
pCi/rnl 

- - -  

TREATMENT 
STANDARD 
EFFECTIVE 
9 / 1 9 / 9 6 

1725 

1728 

1815 

-77 
0 
Q 

E 

C 
LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

c 
MLLW 

NOT AVAILABLE TREATMENT 
STANDARD 
EFFECTIVE 
9/19/96 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

CRANKCASE OIL 1,199 1.8 

SPENT FUELS 317 0 . 4  

4,499 4.8 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

C 

MLLW 1 
TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

m 
MLLW h: 

NOT AVAILABLE 773 0.9 ORGANIC 
RECOVERY or 
COMBUSTION+ 

PK I LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

c 
29 

PSTP - Appendix C 
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WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 
MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 

ORGANIC LIQUID, TOXIC ORGANICS 

GROUP #8 

LDR 
TREAlWENT 
STANDARD 

RADIOLOQICAL 
CONCENTRATION 

Ave . Max. 

WASTE 
DXSCRIPTION - 

FM- W 124 
- 
1998 

2014 

NOT AVAILABLE 104 1.2 ORGANIC 
RECOVERY or 
COMBUSTION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 

D001A* 
F003 

METHANOL AND 
CYCLOHEXANE ,c 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

333 0.3 

TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

MLLW 

0 0 NOT AVAILABLE ORGANIC 

COMBUSTION* 
RECOVERY or C TSCA 

INCINERATOR 
FM-W323 DOOlAt 

DO35 
EPOXY - PRIME COAT 
LDC -1,000 

14 0.4 PK 

PK 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

I 
MLLW 

FM-W324 D001A+ 
DO18 
DO26 

PAINT BITUMASTIC 
300M A AND B COAL 
TAR COATING 

0 0 ORGF~NIC 
RECOVERY or 
COMBUSTION* 

OHIO MOBILE 2016 NOT AVAILABLE 33 0.2 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM CHEMICAL 

TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

C 

MLLW 

0 0 Uran. 21.3 41.3 
P P  PPm 

U235 0.23 0.28 
w t %  w t b  

PK 
SA 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

MLLW 

10027 FM-W146 DO39 
DO40 
FOOl 

CONTAMINATED OIL, 
INSOLUBLE 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

C 82 0.6 0 0 NOT AVAILABLE PK ORGANIC 
RECOVERY or 
COMBUSTION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

10030 FM-W149 D001A* 
F003 

CONTAMINATED SOLVENT 
(METHANOL) 

TSCA 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) Q 

' n a  
MLLW 

N 
PSTP - Appendix C 
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GROUP #8 WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 
MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 

ORGANIC LIQUID, TOXIC ORGANICS 

WASTE 
DESCRIPTION 

RADIOLOQICAL BASIS LDR 
CONCENTRATION OP TREATMENT 

CHAR, STANDARD 
Ave . Max. 

PRBPKRRBD 
TRAINS/ OPTION IS) / 

OPTION 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR C 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) MLLW 

TSCA C INCINERATOR 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

MLLW 

TSCA C INCINERATOR 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) MLLW 

TSCA C INCINERATOR 

LIQUID MIXED 

CONTAMINATED OIL, 
INSOLUBLE 

0 0 303 0.4 ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 

NOT AVAILABLE Fool 

STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

DEGREASING SOLVENT 
FROM NATIONAL 
ELECTRIC COIL 

56,832 56.0 0 0 Uran. 40.0 ORGANIC 
RECOVERY or 
COMBUSTION* 

PPm 
U235 0.998 

D001A* 
DO19 
DO22 
DO28 
DO29 
DO35 
DO39 
DO4 0 
Fool 
F003 
F005A 

w t  % REMA IN I NG 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

DO19 
DO29 
DO39 
DO4 0 
Fool 

CONTAMINATED 
INSOLUBLE OIL FROM 
DRUM BALER 

0 0 Uran. 48.7 134.9 
PPm PPm 

U235 0.48 0.56 
ut % w t l  

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

2,637 3.0 

DO39 
DO4 0 
Fool  

INSOLUBLE QUENCH OIL 
USED IN PILOT PLANT 
CASTING OPERATION 

1,245 2.0 0 0 Uran. 107 260 PK ESTABLISHED 
PPm TREATMENT PPm SA 

STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 

U235 0.27 0.33 BASED 
wt% wt% WASTE PROJECT 

(LIQUIDS ONLY) 1 MLLW 
CONTAMINATED SOLVENT 
- TRICHLOR, 
PERCHLOR, ETC. FROM 
PLANT 5 CASTING AREA 

171 0.2 0 0 ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 

U235 0.37 0.42 CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

DO19 
DO22 
DO28 
DO29 
DO39 
Fool 
F005A 

LIQUID MIXED I 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) I MLLW 2 

€2 
G 
tt; 
Q 

F 

w 
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GROUP # 8  WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 
MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 

ORGANIC LIQUID, TOXIC ORGANICS 

- - 

- - 
PK 
SA 

- 
PK 
SA 

PK 
SA 

PK 
SA 

PK 
SA 

TRKATMKNT 
TRAINS/ 

PROJBCT NAHE 

LDR 
TRKAlWENT 
STANDARD 

WRSTK 
DESCRIPTION 

- 
20055 Uran. 0.50 - - -  

w t %  

U235 0.950 - - -  
w t  % 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

MLLW 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

CONTAMINATED OIL - 
INSOLUBLE FROM 
PROCESSING EQUIPMENT 
AT THE PILOT PLANT 

196 0.2 0 0 C 
LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY1 

I 

DO29 
DO39 
F002 

D001A* 
DO19 
DO22 
DO39 
F002 
F003 

FM-W173 

15 0.2 0 0 Uran. 13,000 29,000 
PPm PPm 

U235 0.93 1.12 
w t %  w t %  

20142 FM-W181 CONTAMINATED TBP AND 
KEROSENE MIXTURES 
FROM ANALYTICAL LAB 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

ORGANIC 

COMBUSTION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

ORGANIC 
RECOVERY or 
COMBUSTION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

RECOVERY or 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

MLLW 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR C CONTAMINATED SOLVENT 

FROM MAINTENANCE 
2,544 3.4 0 0 Uran. 1,061 2,052 

PPm PPm 

U235 0.99 1.28 
u t %  w t %  

30033 FM-W191 D001A* 
DO39 
F003 
F005A LIQUID MIXED 

WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

MLLW 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

~ 

12,466 11.0 0 0 Uran. 14 _ _ _  
PPm 

U235 0.45 - - -  
w t %  

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

C 30034 FM-W192 DO18 
Fool 

OIL CONTAMINATED 
WITH SOLVENTS (FROM 
TANK #5) 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY1 

I 
MLLW 

204 0.2 0 - 0  Uran. 220 290 
PPm PPm 

U235 0.45 0.47 
w t %  ut% 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

FM- W2 16 F002 
F005A 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

MLLW 

NON-RECOVERABLE 
TRASH FROM PLANT 1 - 
CONTAINS LIQUIDS AND 
OIL CHEMICAL 

TREATMENT PROJECT 

PSTP - Appendix C 
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GROUP #8  WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 
MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 

ORGANIC LIQUID, TOXIC ORGANICS 

WASTB 
DESCRIPTION 

- - 
50022 

1 
FM-W218 I DOOlAI 

C 
LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

CONTAMINATED WATER 
OR SUMP LIQUOR,'NON- 
CHLORIDE FROM PLANT 
1 SAMPLING AREA 

11 0.2 PK 
SA 

ORGANIC 
RECOVERY or 
COMBUSTION+ 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

0 0 Uran 325 329 
PPm PPm 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

MLLW 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

60039 CONTAMINATED 
SOLVENTS 

423 0.4 ORGANIC 
RECOVERY OR 
COMBUSTION* 

C 0 0 Uran. 4.0 9.0 
PPm PPm 

U235 0.43 0.44 
ut2 ut2 

PK 
SA 

PK 
SA 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) MLLW 

60070 CONTAMINATED 
INSOLUBLE OIL 

8,962 12.0 ORGANIC 
RECOVERY OR 
COMBUSTION* 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

FM-N410 D001A+ 
DO18 
DO39 

0 0 Uran. 16 29 
PPm PPm 

U235 0.5 0.6 
ut2 ut2 

C 
LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

C 

MLLW 

WATER/DIESEL FUEL 
FROM UST #9 

3,941 4.2 
O O I U r a n .  -2 -, 

U235 0.59 0.99 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

FM- W2 8 3 D001B+ 
DO18 

DEACTIVATION 
AND MEET UTS 
OR ORGANIC 
RECOVERY OR 

. .  COMBUSTION+ 

SA 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) MLLW 

7 
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GROUP # 9  WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 
MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 

ORGANIC LIQUID, TOXIC METALS w/o MERCURY 

RRD10L001uuI  
C O N C ~ R A T I O H  

Av8. M a .  

LDR 
TRBATMKNT 
STANDARD 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 

BPA 
CODBS 

- 
DOO8B* 

I 
Uran. 20 57 

PPm PPm 

U235 0.44 0.67 
wta wt% 

0 0 C LUBRICATING OIL 330 0.6 
FROM REDUCTION 
REMELT 

PK 
SA 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

FM-W014 

STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED LIQUID MIXED 

WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

C 

MLLW 

D001A* 
DO068 

PAINT: GREY I 130 0.2 0 0 ORGANIC 
RECOVERY or 
COMBUSTION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

Uran. 13 35 
PPm PPm 

U235 0.70 0.87 
wt2 wt2 

PK 
SA 

533 

818 

€M-W058 

€M-N402 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
-(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

MLLW 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

D001A* 
DOO8B 

PK 
SA C ORGANIC 

RECOVERY OR 
COMBUSTION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

CONTAMINATED 0.6 
OIL 

0 0 Uran. 378 1030 
PPm PPm 

U25 0.75 0.91 
ut2 wt2 LIQUID MIXED 

WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

MLLW 

c - 2 2  
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GROUP #9 WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 
MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 

ORGANIC LIQUID, TOXIC METALS w/o MERCURY 

5 YEAR RATE WASTE 
DESCRIPTION 

RADIOLOaIcAt 
CONCKNTRATION 

Ave. Max. 

Uran. 6 16 
PPm PPm 

U235 0.25 0.69 
PPm PPm 

LDR 
TREATbfENT 
STANDARD 

TRBATMKNT 
TRAINS/ 

PROJXCT NAMB - - 
1414 

1 4 4 1  

1105 

- 
D001A* 
D008B 

OIL AND FUEL 
FROM GARAGE 
AREA 

ORGANIC 
RECOVERY or 
COMBUSTION* 

FM-W297 

FM- W 3 0 1 

355 0 . 4  0 0 c 
LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

PK 
SA 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

MLLW 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

D001A* 
DOOBB 

NON-CHLORIDE 
CONTAMINATED 
WATER OR SUMP 
LIQUOR FROM 
PLANT 1 DRUM 
PAINTING BOOTH 

56 0.2 0 0 Uran. 60 _ _ _  
PPm 

U235 0.66 
w t %  

_ _ _  

PK 
SA 

ORGANIC 
RECOVERY or 
COMBUSTION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

C 
LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

MLLW 

FM-W306 D001A* 
DO04 
DO068 
DO088 
DO10 

LABORATORY 
GENERATED 
WASTE, WASTE 
OIL FROM TCLP 
EXTRACTS 

51 0.2 269 0.2 NOT AVAILABLE SA ORGANIC 
RECOVERY or 
COMBUSTION* 

I OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM CHEMICAL 

TREATMENT PROJECT REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

C-23 # STP-001 R e v  1 



GROUP #9 WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 
'MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 

ORGANIC LIQUID, TOXIC METALS w/o MERCURY 

WASTE 
DBSCRIPTION 

RADxoLooIcAL 
CONCENTRATION 

LDR 
TRXATbfXNT 
STANDARD 

Ave. M a x .  - - 
1938 

24 65 

- 
DO07 
DOO8B 
DOlO 

A NONCHLORIDE. 
CONTAMINATED 
WATER OR SUMP 
LIQUOR FROM 
PLANT 1 DRUM 
PAINTING BOOTH. 

0 0 Uran. - - -  401 
PPm 

U235 - - -  0.65 
w t %  

PK 
SA 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

WASTEWATER 
TREATMENT (On- 
site) 

170 0.2 €M-W319 

FM-N404 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

C 

LLW 

D001A* 
DO07 
DOO8B 
DOlO 

CONTAMINATED 
LIQUID 

193 0.4 0 0 Uran. 21 46 
PPm PPm 

U235 0.6 0.7 
w t %  w t %  

PK 
SA 

ORGANIC 
RECOVERY OR 
COMBUSTION* 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT MLLW (LIQUIDS ONLY) 

E FM-N364 D001A* 
DO07 

SOLVENT SLUDGES 
FROM WATER 
TREATMENT PLANT 

194 0.2 0 0 Uran. 34 38 
PPm PPm 

SA ORGANIC 
RECOVERY or  
COMBUSTION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

50071 

50095 

60073 

€3 
€3 c 
e04 
A2 ?w 

U235 0.59 0.6 
w t 2  w t  % LIQUID MIXED 

WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

STAB1 LIZATION 
PROJECT 

LIQUIDS-MLLW 
SOLIDS-LLW 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

~~ 

FM-W233 168 0.2 Uran. 1,856 3,959 
PPm PPm 

U235 0 . 8 8  
w t %  

SA DO07 C CONTAMINATED 
INSOLUBLE 
OIL FROM PLANT 
9 GENERAL 

0 0 ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED LIQUID MIXED 

WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

C D006B CONTAMINATED 
INSOLUBLE OIL 

97 0.2 0 0 Uran. 118 119 
PPm PPm 

U235 0.30 0.34 
w t %  w t %  

PK 
SA 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

FM-N411 TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

r4; 
MLLW 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

PSTP - Appendix C 
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GROUP #lo 

633 

40122 

FM-W075 

FM-WZO8 

WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 
MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 

ORGANIC LIQUID, TOXIC METALS w/ MERCURY 

I I 
OIL - UNKNOWN I 1,514 2.6 I GENERATION DO07 

DO086 

DOOZA+ I THORIUM WASTE I 183 0.2 

5 YBAR RATE RADIOLOOICAL 
CONCKNTRATION 

0 0 Uran. 47 185 
PPm PPm 

U235 1.7 3.4 
wtb wtZ 

I 

0 0 NOT AVAILABLE 

PK 
SA 

SA 

LDR 
TRKATMIINT 
STANDARD 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

DEACTIVATION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

TRXATMIINT 
TRAfNS/ 

PROJBCT UAMB 

C 
LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

F 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

TSCA INCINERATOR 

MLLW 

orno MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT SYSTEM 

?' F 

C-25 

w 
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GROUP #12 

DO080 
DO18 
Fool 
F002 

D001A* 
DO088 
FOOl 

D008B 
@018 
Fool 
F002 

DO05 
DO060 
DOO8B 
Fool 

WASTE 
DESCRIPTION 

SPENT l,l,l- 
TRICHLOROETHANE 

USED OIL FROM 
MAINTENANCE 

USED OIL 

USED OIL 

WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 
MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 

ORGANIC LIQUID, TOXIC ORGANICS, 
TOXIC METALS w/o MERCURY 

77 0.2 

105 0.2 

404 0.8 

146 0.2 

RADIOLOGICAL 
CONCENTRRTION 

5 YgAR RATE 

_ _ _  0 0 Uran. 0.01 
w t %  

U235 0.200 - _ _  
w t %  

_ _ _  0 0 Uran. 1 . 0  
ppm 

U235 0.76 0.82 
w t %  w t %  

_ _ _  0 0 Uran. 0.01 
w t %  

U235 0 . 9 9  _ _ _  
w t %  I 

0 0 Uran. 31 86 
PPm PPm 

U235 0.4 0.65 
W t  % w t %  

PK 
SA 

PK 

PK 
SA 

LDR 
TRBATMENT 
STANDARD 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

ORGANIC 
RECOVERY or 
COMBUSTION* 

REMA IN I NG 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

PRBFBRRED 
OPTION(S) / TRAINS/ 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR C 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

MLLW 

TSCA C INCINERATOR 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

' 
MLLW 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR C 

LIQUID MIXED WASTE (LIQUIDS PROJECT ONLY) I MLLW 

C-26 
PSTP - Appendix C 
# STP-001 Rev 1 



GROUP #12 

4 12 FM-W025 

514 FM-W055 

777 FM-W089 

WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 
MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 

ORGANIC LIQUID, TOXIC ORGANICS, 
TOXIC METALS w/o MERCURY 

I I I 

D001A* 
DO068 
Fool 
F002 

BAD PAINT FROM 1.2 I 572 
PAINT BOOTH 

DOOlA* 
DO07 
DOO8B 
F002 
F003 
F005A 

D001A* 
DOO8B 
FOOl 
F002 

USED AGITENE 268 0.4 

0 0 

0 0 

533 0 . 5  

Uran. 1.0 _ _ _  
PPm 

U235 0.51 1.28 
ut% wt % 

Uran. 3.0 _ _ _  
ppm 

U235 0.33 0 . 4 4  
wt % w t %  

Uran. 2.0 5.0 
PPm PPm 

U235 1.07 - - -  
wt% 

C-27 

PK 
SA 

PK 
SA 

PK 
SA 

ORGANIC 
RECOVERY or  
COMBUSTION* 

REMA'I N I NG 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

ORGANIC 
RECOVERY or 
COMBUSTION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

ORGANIC 
RECOVERY or 
COMBUSTION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

C 
LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

I 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

c 
LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

MLLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

MLLW 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

MLLW 

is 

w 
clr 
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GROUP #12 WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 
MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 

ORGANIC LIQUID, TOXIC ORGANICS, 
TOXIC METALS w/o MERCURY 

RADIOLOGICAt 
CONCENTRATION 

Ave . Max. 

LDR 
TRKk"W3T 
STANDARD 

WASTK 
DKSCRIPTION 

- - 
PK 
SA 

- 
1412 ORGANIC 

RECOVERY or 
COMBUSTION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

USED SOLVENT: 

TRICHLOROETHANE 
l,l, 1- 

188 0.2 0 0 Uran. 10 _ _ _  
PPm 

U235 0.75 _ _ -  
wt% 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

D001A* 
DO068 
DO080 
Fool 
F002 

FM- W 105 C 
LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

MLLW 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

NOT AVAILABLE ORGANIC 
RECOVERY or 
COMBUSTION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

C 1129 FM-W313 D001A* 
DOO8B 
DO18 

GASOLINE 1.084 1.8 5,548 6.9 SA 

PK 
SA 

- 
PK 
SA 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

MLLW 

OHIO CHEMICAL MOBILE 

TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

LAB GENERATED 
ORGANIC LIQUID 
WASTE 

1,746 . 2.0 9,152 . 9.5 Alpha 76.0 _ _ -  
pCi/ml 

pCi/ml 
Beta 113.0 _ - -  

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

I 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

2235 FM- W3 2 8 DO10 
F002 

MLLW w* L 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

C 10004 FM- W127 CONTAMINATED 
SOLVENT 

3.479 4.4 0 0 TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

N 
R3 

MLLW 
r 

Uran. 45.5 141.5 
PPm PPm 

U235 0.35 0.41 
wt% wt% 

DO07 
DO18 
DO19 
DO21 
DO29 
DO39 
DO40 
Fool 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

PSTP - Appendix C 
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. GROUP #12 WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 
MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 

ORGANIC LIQUID, TOXIC ORGANICS, 
TOXIC METALS w/o MERCURY 

RADIOLOGICAL BASIS LDR 
CONCKNTRATION OF TRXATMKNT 

CHAR. STANDARD 
Ave . Max. 

WASTE 
COD88 DBSCRIPTION TRAINS/ OPTION(S) / 

INCINERATOR 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 

- 
10029 FM-W148 USED OIL Uran. 48.4 59.7 

eem PPm 
U235 0.76 0.93 

w t %  w t %  

PK ESTABLISHED 
SA TREATMENT 

STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

1,387 1.6 0 0 

1,263 1.8 0 0 

D006B 
DO07 
DOOEB 
DO19 
DO29 
DO4 0 
Fool 

DOO8B 
DO18 
DO28 
DO29 
DO39 
DO40 

20031 FM-W162 CONTAMINATED OIL, 
INSOLUBLE GEAR 
OIL, LUBRICATING 
OIL FROM PLANT 1 

Uran. 391 575 
PPm eem 

U235 1.53 2.71 
, w t %  w t %  

PK ESTABLISHED 
SA TREATMENT 

STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED LIQUID MIXED 

WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) MLLW 

TSCA C INCINERATOR 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

FM- W 16 7 DO068 
DOO8B 
DO18 
DO19 
DO28 

CONTAMINATED OIL 
- INSOLUBLE FROM 
PILOT PLANT 
PROCESSING 
EQUIPMENT 

Uran. 41 113 
PPm PPm 

U235 0.76 0.90 
w t %  w t %  

ESTABLISHED 
SA PK I TREATMENT 288 0.4 0 0 20038 

50072 

STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

I I 
Uran. 3,128 '8,978 

PPm PPm 
U235 0.55 0.62 

w t %  w t %  

PK 
SA 

ORGANIC 
RECOVERY or 
COMBUSTION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

C €M-W227 D001A* 
DOO8B 
DO19 
DO39 
DO40 
FOO2 
F003 
F005A 

CONTAMINATED SUMP 
WATER AND 
HYDRAULIC OIL 
FROM DRUM BALER 
IN PLANT 1 DRUM 
RECONDITIONING 
AREA 

0.6 0 0 671 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

MLLW * 
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GROUP #12 

- - 
50096 

60055 

60059 

a a 
c2 
6: 
Ew’ as 

FM-W234 

FM-N385 

€M-N352 

DOOlAt 
DO07 
FOO3 

D001A* 
D008B 
DO18 

D001A+ 
DOOBB 
F002 

WASTE 
DBSCRIPTION 

CONTAMINATED 
SOLVENTS FROM 
WATER TREATMENT 

LEADED GASOLINE 
FROM TANK #12 

USED 1,l.l 
TRICHLOROETHANE 
MIX 

WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 
MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 

ORGANIC LIQUID, TOXIC ORGANICS, 
TOXIC METALS w/o MERCURY 

153 0.2 

2,374 4 . 0  

481 0.6 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

RADIOLOGICAL 
CONCENTRATXON 

Ave . Max. 

Uran. 20 40 
PPm PPm 

U235 0.80 0.81 
w t %  w t  0 

Uran. 0.01 _ _ _  
w t  % 

U235 0 . 5  _ _ _  
w t %  

Uran. 2 - _ -  
PPm 

U235 0.9 - - -  
w t %  

C-30 

- - 
PK 
SA 

PK 
SA 

SA 
PK 

LDR 
TREATMENT 
STANDARD 

ORGANIC 
RECOVERY or 
COMBUSTION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

ORGANIC 
RECOVERY or 
COMBUSTION+ 

REMA IN I NG 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

ORGANIC 
RECOVERY or 
COMBUSTION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

C 
LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

C 
LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

C 
LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

PRBPBRRKD 
OPTION(S) f 
DISPOSAL OPTION 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

MLLW 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

MLLW 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

PF 

* 
r\3 

MLLW 

ca 
PSTP - Ap&x C 
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GROUP #12 WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 
MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 

ORGANIC LIQUID, TOXIC ORGANICS, 
TOXIC METALS w/o MERCURY 

PRBPERRBD 
OPTION(S)/ 
DISPOSAL OPTION 

TRAINS/ 
PROJECT NAME 

I 
CONTAMINATED 
INSOLUBLE OIL 

183 0.2 0 0 I ORGANIC 
RECOVERY or 
COMBUSTION* 

I C TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

Uran. 116,000 
PPm 

FM-N409 D001A* 
DOOOB 
DO19 
F002 

60065 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CoNCENTRAT1oN 
BASED 

C 
LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

C ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 

MLLW 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

60067 USED OIL WITH 
l,l, 1- 
TRICHLOROETHANE 

154.8 0.2 0 0 - - -  I %( Uran . 2 
PPm 

MLLW 

0 0 TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

6 0 0 6 8  CONTAMINATED 
INSOIAJEILE OIL 
FROM PLANT 5 OIL 
STORAGE AREA 

497 0.6 Uran. 16 20 SA 
PPm PPm 

U235 0.46 0.65 
w t t  w t t  CoNCENTRAT1oN LIQUID MI XED BASED I (LIQUIDS ONLY) 

WASTE PROJECT MLLW 

CONTAMINATED, 
INSOLUBLE OIL 
FROM METAL 
REDUCTION AREA 

1,883 2.6 0 0 TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

60069 I ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 

C Uran. 38 14 SA 
PPm PPm 

U235 0.4 0.5 
w t t  w t t  

16 PK Uran . I 
PPm PPm SA 

FM- W278 U008B 
Fool 

CoNCENTRAT1oN LIQUID MIXED BASED I (LIQUIDS ONLY) 
WASTE PROJECT MLLW 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

USED OIL AND 
SOLVENTS FROM 
GARAGE 

8,262 10.4 0 0 C ORGANIC 

COMBUSTION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

RECOVERY or 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

FM-N412 D001A+ 
D006B 
DOU8B 
PO02 
t'QO5A 
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GRC JP #12 WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 
~~ 

MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 
ORGANIC LIQUID, TOXIC ORGANICS, 

TOXIC METALS w/o MERCURY 

WASTE 
DBSCRIPTION 

mIoLodrcAL 
CONCmRATION 

Ave . Max. 

LDR 
TREATMXNT 
STANDARD - 

60083 

- 
SA 
PK 

SA 
PK 

SA 
PK 

Uran. 7 _ _ _  
PPm 

U235 0.79 _ _ _  
wt% 

C CONTAMINATED 
INSOLUBLE OIL 
FROM BOILER PLANT 

674.7 0.8 0 0 ORGANIC 
RECOVERY or 
COMBUSTION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

D001A* 
DO080 
DO19 
F002 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

MLLW 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

60085 FM-N357 D001A* 
DO05 
D006B 
DO07 
DOO8B 
DO10 
F002 

WASTE OIL FROM 
PLANT 8 
MAINTENANCE 

7,785.2 10.6 0 0 Uran. 95 _ _ _  
PPm 

U235 0.79 
wt% 

- - -  
C 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

ORGANIC 
RECOVERY or 
COMBUST1 ON 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED . 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

MLLW 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

0 0 Uran. 1,659 - - _  
PP* 

U235 0.44 
wt% 

_ _ _  

ORGANIC 
RECOVERY or 
COMBUSTION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 

1,984.4 2 . 4  FM-N358 D001A+ 
D008B 
DO39 
F002 

USED OIL WITH 
SOLVENTS C 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

PSTP - Appendix C 
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GROUP #13 WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 
MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 

ORGANIC LIQUID, TOXIC ORGANICS, TOXIC METALS w/ MERCURY 

WASTE 
DESCRIPTION 

RADXOLOGICAL 
CONCXt4TRATIOd 

Ave. Max. 

CDR 
TREATMENT 
STANDARD 

TRBATHlWT 
TRAINS/ 

PROJECT NAME - - 
PK 
SA 

PK 
SA 

PK 
SA 

- 
4 1 4  FM-W027 USED OIL 198 0 . 4  0 0 Uran. 2.0 3.0 

PPm PPm 

U235 0.57 1.26 
ut% ut% 

ORGANIC 
RECOVERY or 
COMBUSTION* 

D001A* 
DO068 
DOO8B 
D009C 
DO39 
FOOl 
F002 

C TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

MLLW 

479 FM-W050 D001A4 
DO088 
D009C 
DO35 
F003 
F005A 

USED PAINT 
THINNER 

436 0 . 4  0 0 _ _ _  Uran. 9.0 
PPm 

U235 0.89 1.16 
ut% wt% 

ORGANIC 
RECOVERY or 
COMBUSTION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRAT I ON 
BASED 

C TSC+ 
INCINERATOR 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

MLLW 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

FM-N379 D001A* 
DO05 
DO07 
DOOBB 
D009C 
DO10 
DO11 
DO19 
F002 
F003 

CONTAMINATED 
SOLVENT FROM 
PAINT SHOP 

217 0.2 0 0 NOT AVAILABLE ORGANIC 
RECOVERY or 
COMBUSTION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 

C 
LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

MLLW 

h3 
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GROUP #13 WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 
MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 

ORGANIC LIQUID, TOXIC ORGANICS, TOXIC METALS w/ MERCURY 

WASTE 
DESCRIPTION 

CONTAMINATED 
INSOLUBLE OIL 

LDR 
TRBAIWKN" 
STANDARD 

PRBPERRBD 
OPTION(S) / 
DISPOSAL OPTION - - 

PK 
SA 

PK 
SA 

PK 
SA 

PK 
SA 

- 
1423 FM- N3 8 0 0 0 INCINERATION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

D008B 
D009E* 
DO39 
DO40 
Fool 
F002 
F003 
F005A 

D009C 
FOOl 
F002 

DO088 
D009E 
DO39 
Fool 

D001A* 
DO068 
DO088 
D009C 
DO19 
F002 

170 0.2 
C TSCA 

INCINERATOR 
NOT AVAILABLE 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

MLLW 
2259 FM- W3 3 0 TCLP LEACHATE 191 0.2 999 0.9 - - -  Uran. 346 

PPm 
U235 6,290 _ _ _  

pCi/l 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

I 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

MLLW 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

FM- W 12 9 CONTAMINATED OIL 
- INSOLUBLE 122 0.2 0 0 Uran. 1 3 5 . 5  164.7 

P P ~  ppm 

_ _ _  U235 . 0.55 
wt% 

C ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

10006 

60042 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

C 

MLLW 

FM-N408 CONTAMINATED 
SOLVENTS 

0 0 Uran. 126 209 
P P ~  pem 

U235 0.6 - - -  
wt% 

ORGANIC 
RECOVERY or 
COMBUSTION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

182 0.2 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

PSTP - Appendix C 
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GROUP #13 WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 
MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 

ORGANIC LIQUID, TOXIC ORGANICS, TOXIC METALS w/ MERCURY 

I I I 

60056 FM-N351 DOOlAt USED CHLORINATED 
DO07 SOLVENT MIXTURE 
DO086 
D009C 
DO39 
F002 

60062 FM-N353 D001A+ CONTAMINATED 
DOOOB INSOLUBLE OIL 
D009C 
F002 

I I I 

4,591.3 4.0 0 PK 
PPm .SA 

_ _ _  0 Uran. 183 

U235 0.5 _ _ _  
w t 2  

1,152.3 1.6 0 SA 
PPm PK 

- _ -  0 Uran. 32 

U235 0.77 - - -  
w t 2  

I I 
ORGANIC 
RECOVERY or 
COMBUSTION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

C 
LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
'(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

C 
LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

MLLW 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

ORGANIC 
RECOVERY or 
COMBUSTION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

MLLW 

c-35 
PSTP - Appendix C 
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GROUP #14 WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 
MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 

ORGANIC LIQUID, (IGNITABLE), REACTIVE, OR CORROSIVE ONLY 

BPA 
CODES 

- 
D001A*' 
D002A*' 

D001A* 

1 I 
1) ORGANIC 
RECOVERY or 
COMBUST I ON 

I C 519 8.2 885 0.9 NOT AVAILABLE PK LABORATORY ACIDS 
(NITRIC ACID AND 
CYCLOHEXANE) 

FM- WO 3 5 

FM-W036 

TSCA INCINERATOR 

2) DEACTIVATION ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ p ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ T  
AND MEET UTSZ' I (LIQUIDS ONLY) MLLW 

TSCA INCINERATOR 

I 

I 
METHANOL AND 
CYCLOHEXANE 
MIXTURE 

ORGANIC RECOVERY 
or COMBUSTION* C i 3,260 4 4 . 4  3,252 3.2 NOT AVAILRBLE PK 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) MLLW 

D001A* ACETONITRILE 
IN WATER 

TSCA INCINERATOR 

MLLW 

ORGANIC RECOVERY 
or COMBUSTION* C PK - - -  2 0.2 0 0 Uran. <0.005 

mg/l 

PK 
PPm SA 

_ _ _  92 0.2 0 0 Uran. 0.5 

U235 0.739 0.801 
wt z wt% 

113 0.2 0 0 Uran. 1.0 2.0 PK 
PPm PPm SA 

U235 0.62 1.03 
ut% wt% 

428 FM-W037 

485 FM-W051 

587 FM-W069 

870 FM- WO 93 

a a 
42 
& 

W 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

KEROSENE TSCA INCINERATOR 

MLLW 

ORGANIC RECOVERY 
or COMBUSTION* C D001A* 

D001A* 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

GREASE AND WATER TSCA INCINERATOR 

\ MLLW 

ORGANIC RECOVERY 
or COMBUSTION* c (LIQUIDS ONLY) 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 

D001A+ VARNISH - UNUSED ORGANIC RECOVERY 
or COMBUSTION* I OHIO MOBILE 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT SYSTEm 

.n 
MLLW c 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

n3 
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# STP-001 Rev 1 C-36 



GROUP #i4 WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 
MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 

ORGANIC LIQUID, (IGNITABLE), REACTIVE, OR CORROSIVE ONLY 

ORGANIC RECOVERY 
or COMBUSTION* 

TSCA INCINERATOR C 
LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

DOOlA+ CONTAMINATED 
WATER, NON- 
CHLORIDE 

U235 0.7 0 . 8  
wt I wt2 

MLLW 

TSCA INCINERATOR D001A* ORGANIC RECOVERY 
or COMBUSTION* C NON-CHLORIDE 869 1.2 

CONTAMINATED 
WATER OR SUMP 
LIQUOR (KEROSENE) 

1432 . FM-W107 

1504 €M-W335 

1709 FM-W117 

2006 FM-W346 

a c=1 

0 0 Uran. 3.0’ 8 . 0  
PPm PPm 

U235 0.50 1.1 
wt2 wt I 

2,598 2.0 NOT AVAILABLE 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) MLLW 

D001A+ OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT SYSTEM 

I FLAMMABLE PAINT 495 0 . 4  
AND PAINT-RELATED 
PRODUCTS 

ORGANIC RECOVERY 
or COMBUSTION* 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT MLLW 

TSCA INCINERATOR 1) ORGANIC 
RECOVERY or 
COMBUST I ON*’ 

2) DEACTIVATION 
AND MEET UTS*’ 

K LAB GENERATED 295 0.4 
WASTE, FLAMMABLE 
ORGANIC EXTRACTS 

7,150 6.3 Uran. 357 375 PK 
PPm P P ~  SA 

U235 1.9 2.0 
PPm PPm LIQUID MIXED 

WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

LIQUIDS-MLLW 
SOLIDS-LLW 

D001A* CURING COMPOUND 

~ 

NOT AVAILABLE rn ORGANIC RECOVERY or COMBUSTION+ K TSCA INCINERATOR 

P 
LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) LIQUIDS-MLLW 

SOLIDS-LLW * - 
29 
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GROUP #14 WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 
MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 

ORGANIC LIQUID, (IGNITABLE), REACTIVE, OR CORROSIVE ONLY 

D001A* 

D001A* 

D001A* 

D001A* 

DBSCRIPTION ”” 
DIRT, ROCKS, AND 111 0.2 
WOOD WITH LIQUID 
UNKNOWN SOURCE 

ETHYL ACETATE 436 0.8 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

RADIOLOGICAL 
CONCENTRATION 
RADIOLOGICAL 

- - -  I PK Uran. 0.01 
ut2 . 

- - _  U235 0.5 
ut% 

Uran. 25,543 26,148 PK 
PPm PPm SA 

U235 0.73 0.77 
ut % ut2 

NOT AVAILABLE PK 

NOT AVAILABLE PK 

I 

LDR 
TRBATXXNT 
STANLMUI 

ORGANIC RECOVERY 
or COMBUSTION* 

ORGANIC RECOVERY 
or COMBUSTION* 

ORGANIC RECOVERY 
or COMBUSTION* 

ORGANIC RECOVERY 
or COMBUSTION* 

TRAINS/ OPTION(S)/ 

OPTION 

1 

K TSCA INCINERATOR I 
I LIQUID MIXED 

WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

LIQUIDS-MLLW 
SOLIDS-LLW 

c I TSCA INCINERATOR 
LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) MLLW 

TSCA INCINERATOR c I  
LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) MLLW 

TSCA INCINERATOR c I  
LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) I MLLW ~ 

C-38 
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GROUP #14 

- 
50358 

50407 

FM-N388 DOOlA* 

FM-W275 D001A* 

WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 
MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 

ORGANIC LIQUID, (IGNITABLE), REACTIVE, OR CORROSIVE ONLY 

CONTAMINATED NON- 1.445 0 . 8  
BURNABLES 

NON-RECOVERABLE 96 0.2 
TRASH 

5 YEAR RATE RADIOLoGICAt 
CONCENTRATION 

U235 0.54 0.63 
w t %  w t %  

0 Uran. 4,187 11,427 
PPm 

U235 - - -  0.38 
w t 2  

- 
SA 

SA 

LDR 
TRERRIENT 
STANDARD 

ORGANIC RECOVERY 
or COMBUSTION* 

ORGANIC RECOVERY 
or COMBUSTION* 

TRAINS/ 

OPTION 

U TSCA INCINERATOR 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 

TSCA INCINERATOR 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 

ONLY) LIQUIDS-MLLW 
SOLIDS-LLW 

c-39 

Q 
N 

??3 
F 
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GROUP #15 WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 
MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 

ORGANIC SLUDGE/PARTICULATES. TOXIC ORGANICS 

WASTE 
DBSCRIPTION 

RADIOLOGICAL 
CONCENTRATION 

Ave . Max. 

TRAINS/ 
PRWBCT NtHB 

I 
- 
386 

- 
PK 
SA 

PK 

PK 
SA 

PK 
SA 

Uran. 486 6 6 2  
PPm ppm 

U235 0.6 0 . 6  
w t %  w t %  

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

FLOOR SUMP 
CLEAN-OUT 
SLUDGE 

633 0.4 0 0 ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED c PROJECT 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 

DO19 
DO39 
Fool 
FOO2 

FM- W2 8 8 

MLLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL TREATMENT 

SYSTEM 

584 FM- W 06 8 DO18 KEROSENE 
(DIESEL FUEL) / 
SLUDGE 

1.028 1.4 0 0 NOT AVAILABLE I TREATMENT STANDARD 
EFFECTIVE 9/19/96 I 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

MLLW 

10003 FM-W126 D001A+ 
DO39 
Fool 

OILY OXIDATION 
SLUDGES WITH 
HIGH FREE METAL 

2,590 2 . 8  0 0 OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

Uran. 220 501 
PPm PPm 

U235 0.49 0.75 
w t  % w t %  

ORGANIC RECOVERY 
or COMBUSTION+ 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

MLLW 

10010 FM- W 13 2 DO29 
DO39 
DO4 0 
Fool 

SLUDGES, OILY 77.665 105.8 0 0 Uran. 841 1,091 
PPm PPm 

U235 0.30 0.41 
w t %  w t %  

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 

G OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM CHEMICAL 

TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

MLLW B ‘. 
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GROUP #15 WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 
MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 

ORGANIC SLUDGE/PARTICULATES, TOXIC ORGANICS 

WASTE CURRKNT QTY 
DBSCRIPTION 

l , l , l -  6,990 
TRICHLOROETHANE 
STILL BOTTOMS 
FROM NATIONAL 

LDR 
TREATbIKNT 
BTANDARD - 

PK 
SA 

PK 
SA 

Uran. 133 247 
PPm PPm 

U235 0.65 0.74 
wt 5 wt5 

G 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

0 0 ORGANIC RECOVERY 
or COMBUSTION* 

REMAIN I NG 
ESTABLISHED 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

MLLW 

DO29 
DO30 
FOOl 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

G 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

FLOOR SUMP I 594 0.6 0 0 Uran. 1,871 5,093 
PPm PPm 

U235 0.47 0.52 
wt5 wt2 

MLLW 

F002 0 0 Uran. 9,400 _ - -  
PPm 

U235 1.01 - - -  
wt2 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

G 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

OIL 16,397 25.4 
CONTAMINATED 
WET SUMP CAKE 
PRODUCED FROM 
CO-EXTRUSION 
OPERATIONS AT 
UNC CORP. 

PK 
SA 

PK 
SA 

MLLW 

DO19 
DO22 
DO39 
FOO2 

0 0 Uran. 1.3 2.9 
wt 5 wt5 

U235 0.93 1.12 
ut z wt5 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

G 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

CONTAMINATED 50 0 . 4  
TBP AND/OR 
KEROSENE 
MIXTURES AND 
SLUDGES FROM 
LAB 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

0' 1. 

-I 
N 

MLLW 

)l.r 
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GROUP #15 WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 
MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 

ORGANIC SLUDGE/PARTICULATES, TOXIC ORGANICS 

WASTB 
DXSCRIPTION 

RADIOLOGICAL 
, CONCKNTRATION 

Ave , M a x .  

LDR 
TREATMENT 
STANDARD 

TRBATMKNT 
TRAINS/ 

PROJKCT NAMg - 
30005 OILY SLUDGES 

FROM OIL 
DECANTATION 
SYSTEM 

15,541 15.8 Uran. 5,800 9,200 
PPm PPm 

U235 0.61 0.77 
w t  % w t %  

ORGANIC RECOVERY 
or COMBUSTION* G 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

FM-W185 D001Aa 
DO19 
DO39 
DO40 
Fool 
F003 

0 0 OHIO MOBILE 
TREATMENT CHEMICAL 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 

SYSTEM 

STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

MLLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

30010 OIL 
CONTAMINATED 
WET SUMP OR 

10,611 10.6 0 0 Uran. 7 , 0 0 0  11,000 
PPm PPm 

0.48 
w t  % w t 2  

U235 0.43 

PK 
SA 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

G 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

FM-W187 DO39 
DO40 
F002 

FILTER CAKE 
FROM SERVICE 
BUILDING SUMP 

MLLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

30018 WET SUMP OR 
FILTER CAKE - 
NON-OILY 

3,231 4.2 0 0 Uran. 22,500 32,400 

U235 0.93 0.96 
w t %  w t 2  

epm pem 
PK 
SA 

- 
PK 
SA 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

G 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

FM-W188 DO39 
F002 

FM-W194 DO39 
F002 

FM-W188 DO39 
F002 

MLLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

30037 DISCARD PROCESS 
RESIDUES, 
TRAILER CAKES, 
WASTE SLURRY 
FROM PILOT 
PLANT CATCH 
BASIN ' 

454 0.8 0 0 m a n .  37 ,000  59,000 
PPm PPm 

U235 1.05 1.29 
w t %  w t  % 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

G 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

FM-W194 DO39 
F002 

MLLW 

OHIO MOBIL 
CHEMICAL 1 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

WET SUMP OR 
FILTER CAKE - 
NON-OILY, NON- 
HALIDE FROM 
PILOT PLANT 
SUMP 

592 0.8 0 0 Uran. 10.7 17.7 
PPm PPm 

U235 0.89 0.93 
w t %  w t 2  

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

G 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

PK 
SA 

a 
&a- MLLW - 
* 
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GROUP #15 WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 
MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 

ORGANIC SLUDGE/PARTICULATES, TOXIC ORGANICS 

WASTE 
DESCRIPTION 

RRDIOLWICAL 
CONCENTRATION 

Ave Max. 

LDR 
TREATKENT 
STANDARD 

-- 
I 

30046 

-- 
FM- W 19 E 

- 
SA Uran. 1 , 0 0 0  3 , 0 0 0  

PPm PPm 

U235 0.51 0.56 
ut% ut% 

NON-OILY CLEAN- 
OUT SLUDGES FOR 
ROASTING FROM 
GARAGE SUMPS 

1,864 2.0 ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

G DO19 
PO01 

0 0 OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM CHEMICAL 

TREATMENT 
PROJECT MLLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

50085 FM - W2 2 9 D001AI 
F002 
F003 
FOOSA 

WET SUMP OR 
FILTER CAKE, 

HALIDE FROM 
PLANT 1 

NON-01 LY/NON- 

56 0 . 2  0 0 Uran. 46,450 5 5 , 0 3 0  
PPm PPm 

U235 0.31 0 . 5 3  
ut% ut.% 

PK 
SA 

ORGANIC RECOVERY 
or COMBUSTION+ G 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

MLLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

~ 

50200 FM-N3 7 @ OILY SLUDGE FOR 
OX1 DATION 

90 0 . 2  0 0 Uran. 8,200 1 3 , 3 2 0  
PPm . PPm 

U235 0 . 4 0  0 . 4 9  
ut2 wtb 

ORGANIC RECOVERY 
or COMBUSTION+ 

REMA IN I NG 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

G 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

SA 

PK 
SA 

D001A+ 
Fool 

F002 

-- 

MLLW 

50339 FM-W262 SLUDGES, OILY, 
FOR OXIDATION, 
HIGH FREE METAL 
FROM PLANT 6 
MACHINING 

1,601 2 . 2  0 0 Uran. 3 1 , 5 0 0  5 7 , 0 0 0  
PPm PPm 

U235 0.26 0 . 2 9  
ut b w t  % 

G 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

OHIO CHEMICAL MOBILE 

TREATMENT 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

SYSTEM 

3: F 
MLLW 

PSTP - Appendix C 
# STP-001 Rev 1 c-43 



GROUP #15 

60119 

WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 
MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 

ORGANIC SLUDGE/PARTICULATES, TOXIC ORGANICS 

FM-W279 D001A* OILY SLUDCES, 2,954 3.2 0 0 Uran. 190 390 PK ORGANIC RECOVERY 
Fool HIGH FREE METAL PPm PPm SA or COMBUSTION* 
F002 FROM GARAGE 

U235 0 . 5 6  0.61 REMAINING 
ut% u t %  ESTABLISHED 

TREATMENT 
STANDARD 

o I Uran. 1.0 - - -  I PK 
DDm SA 

I U235 0 . 7 9 1  I o  .. 

-~~ 
SERVICE BLDG. 
AND ADMIN. 
BLDG. LAUNDRY ' - - - -  I 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

60123 FM-W280 I DO39 . 
F002 

I 

TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 

I I BASED 
SOLVENT SEMI- . 4 0  0.2 I SOLID FROM THE I - -  

0 . 9 4 5  
I 

u t 2  I 

TRAINS/ OPTXON(S)/ 

OPTION 

G 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

G 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

M1.T.W 

c-44 
PSTP - Appendix C 
# STP-001 Rev 1 



GROUP #16 WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 
MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 

ORGANIC SLUDGE/PARTICULATES, TOXIC METALS w/o MERCURY 

BPA 
COD#$ 

- 
DOll 

RADIOLOCICAL 
CONCK?4TRATIOH 

Ave . Max. 

LDR 
TREATMKNT 
STANDARD - - 

PK 
SA 

SA 

SA 

- 
20007 TSCA 

INCINERATOR 
OIL CONTAMINATED 
WET SUMP OR FILTER 
CAKE 

31,735 62.2 0 0 _ _ _  Uran. 61.2 
PPm 

U235 , 1.11 - - -  
ut% 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

FM- W 15 6 E 
LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

STABILIZATION 
PROJECT 

E 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

LIQUIDS-MLLW 
SOLIDS-LLW 

30047 FM - W19 9 DO07 
DOll 

SOLVENT SLUDGE - 
TRICHLOR, PERCHLOR 
FROM ANALYTICAL 
LAB 

36 0.2 0 0 ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

LIQUIDS-MLLW 
SOLIDS-LLW 

Uran. 247,000 507,000 
PPm PPm 

U235 0.95 0.97 
ut% ut% LIQUID MIXED 

WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

STABILIZATION 
PROJECT 

E FM-W340 SLUDGES FOR 
BLENDING FROM 
PLANT 9 N-R 
FURNACE 

207 0.4 0 0 ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

50197 

50202 

T a c 
&H' 
Q es 

DO07 

D001A* 
DO10 

Uran. 3,030 12,350 
PPm PPm 

U235 1.11 1.91 
ut% uta 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

STABILIZATION 
PROJECT 

LIQUIDS-MLLW 
SOLIDS-LLW 

FM-W257 OILY SLUDGE FOR 
OXIDATION WITH 
HIGH FREE METAL 
FROM PLANT 9 
CAST I NG 

8 8  0.2 0 0 Uran.. 18.000 19,000 
PPm PPm 

U235 0 . 6 7  0.73 
ut % uta 

ORGANIC 
RECOVERY or 
COMBUSTION* 

REMAINING 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

3HIO MOBILE 
STAB I LI ZATION 
SYSTEM 

SA E 
LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

STABILIZATION 
PROJECT 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

LIQUIDS -MLLW 
ZOLIDS- LLW * 

w 
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- 

GROUP #16 

XPA WASTE! 
CODES DESCRIPTION 

50204 FM-W258 8 CURRENT QTY 5 YBAR RATX 

(kg) fm') Ikg) (my) 

WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 
MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 

ORGANIC SLUDGE/PARTICULATES, TOXIC METALS w/o MERCURY 

DOOlAt 
DO10 

OILY SLUDGE FOR 
OXIDATION WITH 
HIGH FREE METAL 
FROM LEBLOND RAPID 
BORER IN PLANT 9 
MACHINING AREA 

153 0.2 0 0 

C-46 

RADIOLOQICAL 
CONCENTRATION 

Ave . Max. 

Uran. 115,000 139,000 
PPm PPm 

U235 0.79 1.10 
w t 2  w t b  

TRAINS/ 
CHAR. STANDARD PROJECT WAMB 

E SA ' ORGANIC 
RECOVERY or 
COMBUSTION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRAT ION ~~",~~zAT1 ON 
BASED 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

PRXPERRED 
OPTIONIS) / 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

LIQUIDS-MLLW 
SOLIDS-LLW 

?s 
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GROUP #16A 

EPA WABTB 
CODES DESCRIPTION 

WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 
MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 

ORGANIC SLUDGE/PARTICULATES TOXIC METALS w/ MERCURY 

CORRXNT QN 5 YBAR RATE 

(kg) (ma) (kg) (m') 

DO05 
DO060 
DO07 
DO080 
D009C 

OILY SLUDGES 556 0.4 0 
FROM THE WWTS 
AREA 

0 
.. .. 

STANDARDS ARE 
U235 0.37 0.51 CONCENTRATION MIXED OHIO MOBILE 

w t 2  I I BASED I I WASTE PROJECT STABILIZAT1oN 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) SYSTEM 

w t 2  

* 
is 

w 
csr 
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GROUP #17 WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 
MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 

ORGANIC SLUDGE/PARTICULATES, TOXIC ORGANICS, TOXIC METALS w/o MERCURY 

WASTE 
DKSCRIPTION 

LDR 
TREATMENT 
STANDARD - 

DO05 
DOOBB 
FOOl 
F002 

- 
PK 
SA G 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

FM- W 0 13 OILY SLUDGES FROM 
WATER TREATMENT 
PROCESS 

469 0.8 0 0 Uran. 266 521 
PPm PPm 

U235 0.43 0.77 
w t %  w t  % 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

390 

MLLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

456 FM-WO44 DO07 
DO39 
DO40 
Fool 
F002 

SOLVENT WASTES 508 0 . 4  0 0 Uran. 6,261 16,003 
PPm PPm 

U235 0.53 1.00 
w t %  w t %  

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

G 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

PK 
SA 

PK 
SA 

MLLW 

10007 FM- W13 0 DO07 
Fool 

OILY SLUDGES 430 0.6 Uran. 2,767 2,896 
PPm PPm 

U235 0 .85  0.90 
w t %  w t %  

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

G 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

MLLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

10009 FM- W131 D001A* 
DOOBB 
DO35 
F005A 

SLUDGES - SOLVENT 
( TR I CHLOR , 
PERCHLOR) 

133 0 . 4  0 0 Uran. 3.5 14.3 
PPm PPm 

U235 0.61 0.78 
w t  % w t  % 

PK 
SA 

ORGANIC 
RECOVERY or 
COMBUSTION* 

G 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

MLLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 4 
MLLW ns 

w 
I...r 
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FM- W137 DO10 
DO39 
F002 

OILY SLUDGE FOR 
OX I DATION 

1.352 1.2 0 0 Uran. 535 886 
PPm PPm 

U235 0.21 0.30 
w t %  w t %  

PK 
SA 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

G 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

C-48 



GROUP #17 WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 
MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 

ORGANIC SLUDGE/PARTICULATES, TOXIC ORGANICS, TOXIC METALS w/o MERCURY 

10021 

10028 

60072 

CODES DESCRIPTION 

I I 
FM-W140 DOO8B SLUDGES, OILY 

DO39 
DO40 
Fool 

FM-W141 I ;;;;B I SLUDGES, OILY 

SOLVENT I CONTAMINATED FM-N3 5 5 

311 0.4 

1.476 2.0 

582.5 0.8 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

RhD10L001cAG 
CONCENTRATION 

Ave. Nax. 

Uran. 872 3,468 
PPm PPm 

U235 0 46 0.49 
w t 2  w t 2  

Uran. 1.60 - - -  
w t %  

U235 0.950 - - -  
w t  % 

Uran. 14 - - -  
PPm 

U235 0.8 _ - -  
w t %  

- 
PK 
SA 

PK 
SA 

SA 
PK 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION CHEMICAL 
BASED E PROJECT 

TREATMENT 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

I MLLW 
I 
OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL I G I  TREATMENT 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 

SYSTEM I TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT INCINERATOR 
STANDARDS ARE 

(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

c-49 
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GROUP #18 WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 
MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 

ORGANIC SLUDGE/PARTICULATES, (IGNITABLE), REACTIVE, OR CORROSIVE ONLY 

RADIOLOQIcAt 
CONCENTRATION 

Ave . Max. 

Uran. 151,300 _ _ _  
PPm 

w t  t 
U235 0.193 _ _ _  

CHAR. STANDARD 

I - 
30045 OILY SLUDGES, 

HIGH FREE METAL 
FROM PLANT 6 
WATER TREATMENT 
AREA 

423 0.6 0 0 FM- W 19 7 D001A* K SA ORGANIC 
RECOVERY or 
COMBUSTION* 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) LIQUIDS-MLLW 

SOLIDS-LLW 

FM- W2 15 
~ 

D001A* 50008 36,831 31.0 0 0 Uran . 667 1,356 
ppm PPm 

U235 1.03 1.04 
w t %  w t %  

ORGANIC 
RECOVERY or 
COMBUSTION* 

SA I K TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

COPPER 
CONTAMINATED 
SUMP CAKE FROM 
THE GENERAL 
SUMP LIQUID MIXED 

WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) LIQUIDS-MLLW 

SOLIDS-LLW 

50068 FM-W225 D001A* NON-OILY SLUDGE 
FOR ROASTING 
FROM GENERAL 
SUMP 

13,990 13.4 0 0 Uran. 1,080 1,390 
ppm PPm 

U235 0.84 0.98 
w t b  w t  b 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR K SA ORGANIC 

RECOVERY or 
COMBUSTION* 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

LIQUIDS-MLLW 
SOLIDS-LLW 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

50178 FM-W339 D001A* FURNACE SALT, 
NON-CHLORIDE 

16 0.2 0 0 ORGANIC 
RECOVERY or 
COMBUSTION* 

K Uran. 250,000 _ _ _  
PPm 

U235 0.92 
w t %  

_ _ -  
LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) LIQUIDS-MLLW 

SOLIDS-LLW 

FM-N365 D001A* OILY SLUDGE 
FROM OXIDATION 

292 0.4 Uran. 70,000 210,000 

U235 0.86 1.14 
w t %  w t %  

ppm . P P ~  
ORGANIC 

COMBUSTION* 
RECOVERY or K 0 0 TSCA 

INCINERATOR 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) LIQUIDS-M -z LW 

SOLIDS-LLb 

n3 
Clr 

PSTP - Appendix C 
# STP-001 Rev 1 C-50 



GROUP #18 

50347 FM-W264 

50355 FM-W267 

WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 
MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 

ORGANIC SLUDGE/PARTICULATES, (IGNITABLE), REACTIVE, OR CORROSIVE ONLY 

BPA CODES 
DESCRIPTION 

DOOlAt DISCARD PROCESS 
RESIDUES FROM 
BOILER PLANT 

DOOlAt DISCARD PROCESS 
RESIDUES FROM 
GENERAL SUMP 

179 0.2 

3,675 3.2 

0 0 Uran. 94 232 SA ORGANIC. 
PPm PPm RECOVERY or 

COMBUSTION* 
U235 0.53 0.62 

w t  % w t %  

0 0 Uran. 60 120 SA ORGANIC 
PPm PPm RECOVERY or 

COMBUSTION* 
U235 0.87 0.89 

u t %  ut% 

P 

PREFERRED 
TRAINS/ OPTION (9) / 

OPTION 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 

SOLIDS-LLW 

K 
LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(L IQu1 DS ONLY) L 1 QUI DS - MLLW 

SOLIDS-LLW 

C-51 
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GROUP #19 

MgP# 

WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 
MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 

MWIR BPA CODES W M T B  CURRKNT QTY 5 YXAR RATB 
ID# DBSCRIPTXON 

(kg) (m') (kg) (m3) 

I I  
1906 

INORGANIC SLUDGE/PARTICULATES, IGNITABLE, REACTIVE, OR (CORROSIVE) ONLY 

I FM-W318 I U 1 3 4 t  HF TANK CAR 3.071 0 . 8  0 I 0 1. CLEAN-OUT 
MATERIAL 

1906 

30081 

FM-W318 U 1 3 4 t  HF TANK CAR 3,071 0 . 8  0 0 
CLEAN-OUT 
MATERIAL 

FM-W207 DOO2A+ DISCARD PROCESS 307 0.2 0 0 
RESIDUES, TRAILER 
CAKES FROM HOT 
RAFFINATE 

30081 

Ave. M a x .  

1 FM-W207 I DOO2A+ DISCARD PROCESS 307 0 
RESIDUES, TRAILER 
CAKES FROM HOT 
RAFFINATE 

Uran. 0.01 - - -  
w t %  

U235 0.95 - - -  
w t %  

Uran. 1,277 - - -  
PPm 

U235 0.95 - - -  
w t 2  

I I MLLW 
PROJECT 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

H PK I NEUTRALIZATION* 
SA 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT MLLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

F DEACTIVATION* SA 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 

C-52 

* 
Is 
6\a 
w 
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GROUP #20 WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 
MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 

INORGANIC SLUDGE/PARTICULATES, (IGNITABLE), REACTIVE, or CORROSIVE ONLY 

1949 TSCA INCINERATOR C FM-N381 D001F+ DRAW TEMP 92 0.2 0 0 Uran. 0.01 - - _  PK DEACTIVATION+ 
275 wt% SA 

_ _ _  
LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) MLLW 

U235 0 . 5 0  
wt% 

c-53 

* 
2x3 
w 

# STP-001 Rev 1 



GROUP #21 WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 
MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 

INORGANIC SLUDGE/PARTICULATES, TOXIC ORGANICS 

LDR 
TREATMENT 
STANDARD 

CODES DESCRIPTION 

- 
588 

1438 

I Uran . 4 12 
ppm 

1,983 2.0 0 0 ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

F002 MERCO AND OILY 
MERCO DRY FROM 
THE BALER 

FM- WO 7 0 G 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT - - -  I U235 0.5 

wt% 

MLLW 

ENVIROCARE FM-N391 2,825 2.6 2,325- 2 . 0  TREATMENT 
STANDARD 
EFFECTIVE 
9/19/96 

B DO39 NON-OILY CLEANOUT 
SLUDGES FROM 
ROASTING 

Uran. 1,435 4,136 PK 
PPm PPm SA 

U235 0.5 0.6 
wt% wt% NON-LDR/<TSC 

DISPOSAL 
PROJECT 

E 
LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

STABILIZATION 
PROJECT 

MLLW 

FM- W 16 6 PROCESS RESIDUES, 
TRAILER CAKES, I WASTE SLURRIES, 362 0.6 0 0 Uran. 77,000 139,000 PK 

PPm SA I PPm 
TREATMENT 
STANDARD 
EFFECTIVE 
9/19/96 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

20037 

20048 

50113 

I ETC. FROM P& 8 U235 0.57 0.72 
wt% wt% 

LIQUIDS-MLLW 
SOLIDS-LLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

FM- W17 1 9 0.2 0 0 ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

I 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

F005A DISCARD PROCESS 
RESIDUES FROM LAB 

Uran. 87,200 105,200 

U235 
' wt% 

MLLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 

FM-N3 6 9 1,487 3.8 0 0 ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

G 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

Fool ROASTED CALCIUM 
PRECIPITATED FROM 
SUMP OR FILTER 
CAKES 

. ~~ 

TREATMENT 
SYSTEM I* 
MLLW 

PSTP - Appendix C 
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e 
GROUP #21 WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 

~~ 

MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 
INORGANIC SLUDGE/PARTICULATES, TOXIC ORGANICS 

WASTB 
DBSCRIPTION 

rnR TRBATMKNT PREFERRED 
OPTIONtS) / 

OPTION 

TRgATMENT TRAINS/ 
STANDARD PROJBCT NAUE DISPOSAL - - 

50129 

- - 
PK 
SA 

Uran. 714,000 755,000 
PPm PPm 

U235 0.33 0.49 
w t 2  w t  % 

SCRAP U308 - LOW 
F FROM OXIDATION 
FURNACE IN PLANT 
8 

6,151 7.6 0 0 FM-W240 Fool G ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED CHEMICAL 

TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

FM-W241 F002 SCRAP U308 - LOW' 
F FROM PLANT 8 
OXIDATION FURNACE 

56 1.0 0 0 PK 
SA 

- 
PK 
SA 

50131 

50152 

Uran. 83.85 
w t 2  

U235 0.766 
w t  z 

OHIO MOBILE 

TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT CHEMICAL 
STANDARDS ARE 

TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

FM-W243 F002 SCRAP U308. HIGH 
FLUORIDE BURNED 
IN OXIDATION 
FURNACE #1 AND 
SCREENED AT PLANT 
8 ROTEX 

13,646 8.4 0 0 Uran. 801.200 
PPm 

U235 0.210 _ _ _  
w t %  

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

PROJECT 

CONCENTRATION CHEMICAL 
STANDARDS ARE 

BASED I TREATMENT 
ROASTED CALCIUM- 
PRECIPITATED SUMP 
AND FILTER CAKE 

21,067 32.6 0 0 Uran. 30,700 38,100 
ppm PPm 

U235 0.9 0.9 
w t %  w t 2  

FM - W24 4 

FM- W2 5 0 

Fool 

F002 

50154 

50175 

50183 

c c 
6 

PK 
SA 

PK 
SA 

PK 
SA 

G ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED CHEMICAL 

TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

"I , ,., 

5 0 0  1.0 0 0 Uran. 27,240 72,470 
PPm ' PPm 

U235 0.8 - _ _  
w t t  

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

I G  SALT SLUDGE, 
CHLORIDE FROM 
PLANT 9 CASTING 
AREA 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM CHEMICAL 

TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

FM- W2 5 3 FOOl 0 0 Uran. 521,000 _ _ _  
PPm 

U235 0.742 _ _ _  
w t b  

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

SCRAP SALTS, LOW 
F FROM PLANT 6 
DEGREASING AND 
PICKLING AREA 

216 0.4 OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

k- 

PSTP - Appendi- 
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GROUP #21 WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 
MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 

INORGANIC SLUDGE/PARTICULATES, TOXIC ORGANICS 

60149 

60152 

U308 FROM PLANT 8 40 ,712  50.2 I I FM- W2 8 1 I I F::t I OXIDATION BOX 

I I  

0 0 

0 0 

Uran. 317,900 499 ,001  
PPm PPm 

U235 1 
wt% 

_ _ _  

Uran. 770 ,000  800,000 
PPm PPm 

0 . 9 9  
wt% 

_ _ _  U235 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

MLLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

C - 5 6  

MT.1.W 

-3 
NI 

R3 
c-r 
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GROUP #22 WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 
MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 

INORGANIC SLUDGE/PARTICULATES, TOXIC METALS w/o MERCURY 

WASTE 
DESCRIPTION 

RADIOLOGICAL BASIS LDR 
CONCENTRATION OF TREATMENT 

CHAR. STANDARD 
Ave. . Max. 

PREFERRED 
OPTION(S) 1 
DISPOSAL 
OPTION 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

- 
817 

1380 

- 
DO088 D PAINT CHIPS FROM 

SAND FILTERS AT 
WATER PLANT 

531 1.8 1,525 1.6 FM- WO 9 0 PK ESTABLISHED Th 6.0 - - -  
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 

Th-228 2.0 - - -  CONCENTRATION 

pCi/g SA 

pCi/g BASED 

Th-230 2.6 - _ _  
p W g  

pCi/g 
Th-232 1.5 - - -  

Uran. 6,066 7.735 PK ESTABLISHED 
ppm TREATMENT ppm SA 

STANDARDS ARE 
0.751 CONCENTRATION U234 0.653 

ut% ut 2 BASED 

STABILIZATION 
PROJECT 

LLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

FM-N415 DO07 
DOOBB 

NON-OILY CLEAN- 
OUT SLUDGES FROM 
PLANT 8 

84 1 0.6 0 0 D 
STABILIZATION 
PROJECT LLW 

10002 FM-W125 SCRAP SALTS, LOW 
FLUORIDE FROM 
RMI, INC. 

6,217 4.8 0 0 F OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

Uran. 26,567 40,119 ESTABLISHED 
PPm PPm I I TREATMENT D0.05 

DO088 

DO05 
DO07 

STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

U235 0 . 8 2  
ut% CHEMICAL 

TREATMENT 
PROJECT MLLW 

FM-W135 SUMP CAKE-COPPER 
CONTAMINATED 

6,548 4.8 OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

0 0 10013 

10022 

20015 

c 
6T 

Uran. 96.8 144.9 SA ESTABLISHED 
PPm PPm TREATMENT 

STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION U235 0.58 0.67 

ut % w t 2  BASED 

D 
STABILIZATION 
PROJECT LLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

FM-W141 D008B GRIT BLAST 284,614 173.0 0 0 D Uran. 123 - - _  SA ESTABLISHED 
PPm TREATMENT 

STANDARDS ARE 
U235 0 . 8 5  _ _ _  CONCENTRATION 

PPm BASED STABILIZATION 
PROJECT LLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM * 
LLW 

w 
n3 

PSTP - Appendix C 
# STP-001 Rev 1 

FM-N396 DO07 SCRAP SALTS, LOW 
FLUORIDE AND 
FLOOR SWEEPINGS 
FROM PLANT 6 NU- 
SALT FURNACE 
AREA 

2.725 4.6 0 0 Uran. 20,300 55,300 PK ESTABLISHED 
PPm PPm SA TREATMENT 

STANDARDS ARE 
U235 0.31 0.40 CONCENTRATION 

u t %  w t %  BASED 

D 
STABILIZATION 
PROJECT 

c-57 



- 
WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 
MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 

INORGANIC SLUDGE/PARTICULATES, TOXIC METALS w/o MERCURY 

GROUP #22 

LDR 
TREARIHNT 
STANDARD 

- 
DO07 
DO080 

- 
20024 

20027 

20033 

0 0 Uran. 12.9 28.6 
PPm PPm 

U235 0.69 0.74 
w t t  w t %  

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

on10 MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

STABILIZATION 
PROJECT I LLW HIGH FLUORIDE 1,014 1.8 

SCRAP SALTS AND 
FLOOR SWEEPINGS 

FM-W159 

FM- W16 0 DO04 
DO11 

0 . 6  I 245 DUST COLLECTOR 
RESIDUES - HIGH 
FLUORIDE FROM 

0 0 ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION .. 
BASED 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

Uran. 58.2 
PPm 

U235 1.64 
w t  % 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

D 
STABILIZATION 
PROJECT LLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

D 
STABILIZATION 
PROJECT LLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM , 

D 
STABILIZATION 
PROJECT LLW 

I ANALYTICAL LAB 

FM-W163 DO080 0 0 Uran. 6.12 12.14 
PPm PPm 

U235 0.74 0.78 
w t %  w t %  

PROCESS RESI.DUES 70 0.2 
AND WASTE 
SLURRIES 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

20035 FM- W16 4 DO07 0 0 Uran. 67,000 195,000 PK 
PPm PPm SA 

U235 0.46 1.23 
w t t  w t %  

DUST COLLECTOR 559 0.8 
RESIDUES, HIGH 
FLUORIDE FROM 
PILOT PLANT 

NON-METALLIC 35 0.4 
MISCELLANEOUS 
SAMPLES FROM LAB 

0 0 ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

FM- W16 9 DO07 Wan. 1 8 . 2  35.7 PK 
w t  t w t %  SA 

U235 0.56 1.56 
w t  % w t  z 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

20046 

20047 

gooS8 
3 
3 

fl 
3 

- 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT MLLW 

230 0.4 0 0 ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

FM- W17 0 DO04 
DO080 

Uran.293.500 1,000,000 PK 
PPm ppm SA 

U235 0.59 0.97 
w t %  w t %  

Uran. 18.200 22,800 PK 
PPm PPm SA 

U235 0.14 0.76 
W t  0 W t  t 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

D 
STABILIZATION b '  

LLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

PROJECT 

n3 
D 

STABILIZATION 
PROJECT LLW k 

SCRAP SALTS AND 
FLOOR SWEEPINGS 
- LOW FLUORIDE 
FROM PLANT 6 
ROLLING AREA 

0 0 ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

FM-W174 DUST COLLECTOR 
RESIDUES '- HIGH 
FLUOR I DE 

DO060 
DO080 

C - 5 8  # STP-001- R e v  1 



GROUP #22 WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 
MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 

INORGANIC SLUDGE/PARTICULATES, TOXIC METALS w/o MERCURY 

WASTK 
DKSCRIPTION 

S YKAR RATE RADIOLOQICAL 

103.4 

- 
20139 

- 
DO05 

- 
PK 
SA 

PK 
SA 

SAMPLES, NON- 
METALLIC FROM 
RMI 

84 0.2 I ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 

H OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL TREATMENT I SYSTEM FM- W18 0 

CONCENTRATION 
BASED CHEMICAL 

TREATMENT 
PROJECT MLLW 

20145 FM-W182 D002Bz 
DO07 

WET SUMP OR 
FILTER CAKE, 
OIL- CONTAMINATED 
PRODUCED DURING 
CO-EXTRUSION 
OPERATIONS AT 
UNC CORP. 

271 0.4 I E I TSCA INCINERATOR DEACTIVATION AND 
MEET UTS* 

REMAIN I NG 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

0 0 Uran. 242,100 268,200 
PPm PPm 

U235 0.96 1.02 
w t b  w t %  

OHIO MOBILE 
LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT SYSTEM I 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

DUST COLLECTOR 
RESIDUES - HIGH 
FLUORIDE FROM 
PLANT 6 
INSPECTION AREA 

551 1.0 0 0 Uran. 356,000 634,000 
PPm PPm 

U235 0.64 0.81 
w t b  w t %  

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 

30036 

30060 

40152 

40185 

0 
0 cs 
62 -m- 
4 

FM-W193 

FM-W202 

FM-W210 

D006B 
D008B 

DO05 

SA 

SA 

SA 

PK 

CoNCENTRAT1oN 
BASED STAB1 LI ZATION 

PROJECT LLW 

246 0.4 0 0 Uran. 323,000 335,000 
PPm ppm 

U235 0.58 0.60 
w t %  w t %  

OHIO MOBILE ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT STABILIZATION 
STANDARDS ARE SYSTEM 
CoNCENTRAT1oN STABILIZATION BASED PROJECT I D .  ILLW . ' 

WET SUMP OR 
FILTER CAKE NON- 
OILY, NON-HALIDE 
FROM PILOT PLANT 

58 0 . 4  0 0 NOT AVAILABLE I ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 

D OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION I SYSTEM DO05 

D001F+ 
DO07 
D008B 

SCRAP THO,, HIGH 
FLUORIDE 

CoNCENTRAT1oN 
BASED STABILIZATION 

PROJECT LLw 

FM- W2 12 IMPURE THORIUM 
NITRATE (SOLID) 

838 0.2 TSCA INCINERATOR 

'OHIO MOBILE 
E DEACTIVATION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE CONCENTRATION (LIQUIDS ONLY) 
BASED 

LIQUID MIXED ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ l Z A T 1 o N  
WASTE PROJECT 

STABILIZATION ~~~~~~~~~~ * 
PROJECT 

)Is 
PSTP - Appencll; 
# STP-001 c-59 



e 
GROUP #22 WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 

MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 
INORGANIC SLUDGE/PARTICULATES, TOXIC METALS w/o MERCURY 

CURRSNT QTY 
DESCRIPTION 

LDR TRBATMKNT PREPERRBD 
TREATMXNT TRAINS/ OPTION(S) / 

PROJBCT NAE(B DISPOSAL STANDARD 
OPTION - - 

PK 

- 
PK 
SA 

SA 

- 
D001F* 
DO07 
D008B 

IMPURE THORIUM 2,000 0.6 
NITRATE (SOLID) 

0 0 NOT AVAILABLE 

0 0 NOT AVAILABLE 

0 0 Uran. 428,000 475.000 
PPm PPm 

U235 0.93 0.94 
w t %  W t  % 

FM-W213 H DEACTIVATION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
P R 0 J E C T 

40186 

40192 

50063 

50102 

on10 MOBILE 
CHEMICAL TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

FM-W345 DOOBB THO, POWDER 30 0.2 
REFINERY FEED 

ROASTED MGF2 AND 2,349 1.4 
OTHER MATERIAL 
FROM PLANT 8 
ROTARY KILN 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

LLw 

D ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CoNCENTRAT1oN 
BASED STABILIZATION 

PROJECT 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

D ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED STABILIZATION 

PROJECT 1.l.W 

FM-W224 DO04 
DOOBB 

FM-W238 DO068 
DOO8B 

0 0 Uran. 82,000 118.000 
PPm PPm 

U235 0.73 0.74 
w t %  w t %  

0 0 Uran. 740,000 790,000 
ppm PPm 

U235 0.43 0.66 
w t %  ut% 

0 0 Uran. 415,775 561,266 
. PPm PPm 

U235 0.90 0.95 
w t  % w t %  

PROCESS 54 0.4 
RESIDUES, 
TRAILER CAKES, 
SLURRIES, 
RAFFINATES, ETC. 
FROM PLANT 6 
ROLLING AREA 

SCRAP U308, HIGH 109,938 
FLUORIDE, FROM 109.2 
CRUCIBLE BURNOUT 
IN PLANT 5 
CASTING AREA 

SA 

SA 

SA 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

D ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
‘ONCENTRAT’ ON 
BASED STABILIZATION 

PROJECT 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

I I 
FM-W242 ESTABLISHED OHIO MOBILE 

TREATMENT STABILIZATION 
STANDARDS ARE SYSTEM 

PROJECT 

ESTABLISHED OHIO MOBILE 
TREATMENT STABILIZATION 

DO04 

DO07 

50148 

50165 

c c 

FM-W245 ROASTED SUMP AND 14,944 11.4 
FILTER CAKE FROM 
PLANT 8 ROTARY 
KILN 

STANDARDS ARE SYSTEM 
CoNCENTRAT’oN 
BASED STAB I LI ZATION 

PROJECT LLW 

PSTP - Appendix C 
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GROUP #22 WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 
MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 

INORGANIC SLUDGE/PARTICULATES, TOXIC METALS w/o MERCURY 

WASTE 
DSSCRIPTION 

RADIOLOGICAL 
COUCKNTRATION 

Ave , MM. 

LDR 
TREATMKNT 
STANDARD - 

DO07 
- 
SA 

SA 

Uran. 160,000 336,000 
PPm PPm 

U235 1.03 1.04 
wt % wt% 

D 
STABILIZATION 
PROJECT 

NON-OILY 
CLEANOUT SLUDGE 
FOR ROASTING 
FROM PLANT 9 
CASTING 

202 0.2 0 0 ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

FM-W246 

LLW 

50173 FM-W248 DO07 SALT SLUDGE, 
CHLORIDE FROM 
PLANT 6 SALT-OIL 
FURNACE 

4.799 3.2 0 0 Uran. 149,000 287,000 
PPm PPm 

- _ -  U235 0.2 
wt% 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

D OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

STABILIZATION 
PROJECT LLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
STAB I LI ZATION 
SYSTEM 

SALT SLUDGE, 
CHLORIDE FROM 
PLANT 6 NU SALT 
FURNACE 

9,099 10.2 0 0 Uran. 36,000 69,000 
PPm ppm 

U235 0.47 0.54 
wt% wt% 

PK 
SA 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

D 50174 

- 
50177 

- 
50180 

50293 

FM-W249 

FM- W2 5 1 

DO07 

D001A+ 
DO04 
D008B 

STABILIZATION 
PROJECT LLW 

TSCA INCINERATOR 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

834 0.8 0 0 Uran. 268,000 568,000 
PPm PPm 

U235 0.59 0.99 
PPm ppm 

SA ORGANIC RECOVERY 
or COMBUSTION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

E FURNACE SALT, 
NON-CHLORIDE, 
FROM PLANT 9 
ROCKWELL FURNACE 
BREAKOUT STATION LIQUID MIXED 

WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

STABILIZATION 
PROJECT LIQUIDS-MLLW 

SOLIDS-LLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

FM-W252 DO07 
DO088 
DO10 

FURNACE SALT, 
NON-CHLORIDE 
FROM PLANT 6 
MACHINING 

10,942 7.6 0 0 ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

D Uran. 2,430 6,230 
ppm PPm 

U235 0 . 3 6  0.45 
PPm PPm 

SA 

SA 

STABILIZATION 
PROJECT LLW ? 

DO04 FM- W2 5 9 0 0 82 
PPm PPm 

U235 1.25 _ _ _  
wt% 

80 . Uran . ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

D U308 FOR RE- 
OXIDATION FROM 
UNC INC. 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 

SYSTEM v STABILIZATION 
PROJECT 

LLW ns 
R3 
)I, 
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GROUP #22 WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 
MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 

INORGANIC SLUDGE/PARTICULATES, TOXIC METALS w/o MERCURY 

CODBS T DESCRIPTION 7 - 
50349 0 0 OHIO MOBILE 

CHEMICAL TREATMENT I F I  SYSTEM 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 

SA I FM-W265 DOO8B DUST COLLECTOR 87 0.2 
RESIDUES - HIGH 
FLUORIDE FROM 
PLANT 8 

Uran. 22,300 2 8 , 0 0 0  
PPm PPm 

U235 0.67 0.83 
wt% wt% 

m a n .  690,000 840, 000 
PPm PPm 

U235 1.5 2.3 
wts wt% 

CONCENTRATION 
BASED CHEMICAL 

TREATMENT 
PROJECT MLLW 

0 0 OHIO MOBILE I F 1  CHEMICAL TREATMENT 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 

SA I FM-W266 DO04 
DOO8B 

FM-W272 DO05 

FM-W273 D006B 
DO07 

50351 

5 0 4 0 5  

DUST COLLECTOR 267 0.2 
RESIDUES - HIGH 
FLUORIDE FROM 
GREEN SALT 
PRODUCTION IN 
PILOT PLANT 

SALT SLUDGE, 324 0.4 
CHLORIDE FROM 

SYSTEM I ..__._ 
CONCENTRATION CHEMICAL 
STANDARDS ARE 

BASED TREATMENT I I 
I MLLW I PROJECT 

I I 

0 0 Uran . 144 566 
PPm PPm 

U235 1.46 3.71 
wt% wt % 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

MLLW 

CONCENTRATION CH~MICAL 
BASED I TREATMENT I I I PROJECT 

NON-RECOVERABLE, 2 9 a 0.8 
TRASH FROM PLANT 
6 - DARK GREY 
SOLIDS 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

F SA ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED CHEMICAL 

TREATMENT MLLW PROJECT 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

F SA ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STWARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED CHEMICAL 

TREATMENT 
PROJECT MLLW 

OHIO MOBILE 0' '* F CHEMICAL TREATMENT 
SA ESTABLISHED 

TREATMENT 

U235 0.67 0.75 
wtt wt% 

SO406 
FM-W274 1; 
FM-W342 DO088 

0 0 Uran. 111,000 177,000 
PPm PPm 

U235 0.4 0.6 
ut b wt% 

FURNACE SALT, 2,945 5 . 4  
CHLORIDE FROM 
PLANT 6 SALT-OIL 
FURNACE 

0 0 Uran. 103,000 186,000 
PPm PPm 

FURNACE SALT, 2,036 2.2 
NON-CHLORIDE 
FROM PILOT PLANT STANDARDS ARE SYSTEM 

CONCENTRATION 
BASED CHEMICAL 

TREATMENT 
PROJECT MLLW * I ROCKWELL FURNACE 

R3 
PSTP - Appendix C 
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GROUP #22 WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 
MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 

INORGANIC SLUDGE/PARTICULATES, TOXIC METALS w/o MERCURY 

WASTB 
DBSCRIPTION 

- - 
60306 

60307 

- 
PK 

PK 

- 
DO05 

I I 
OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL TREATMENT I F I  SYSTEM 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 

HARDENED SALT 
BATH SLUDGE FROM 
RMI 

2,327 1.4 0 0 NOT AVAILABLE 

25,052 13.2 0 0 NOT AVAILABLE 

FM-N398 

CONCENTRATION 
BASED CHEMICAL 

TREATMENT 
PROJECT MLLW 

FM- N3 6 7 DO05 
DO088 

FURNACE SALT, 
SOLIDIFIED 
CHLORIDE 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

F ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED CHEMICAL 

TREATMENT MLLW 

PK 
SA 

FN-W344 DO10 STEEL SHOT FROM on10 MOBILE 
STABILIZATION I D I  SYSTEM 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 

4.088 3.2 0 0 Uran. 858 2 , 0 2 5  
PPm PPm 

60140 

60450 

U235 0 . 5 9  0.67 
ut 0 ut I CoNCENTRAT1oN STABILIZATION BASED I LLW PROJECT I SHOT BLAST UNIT 

0.200 0 NOT AVAILABLE I 62 METAL OXIDE 
POWDERS, PLASMA 
SPRAY POWDERS 

PK ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
'ONCENTRAT I ON 
BASED STAB I LI ZAT I ON LLw PROJECT I 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

DO07 FM-N414 

N 
n3 

n3 
c1 
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A 

GROUP #23 

50185 FM-W254 

DO07 
D008B 
D009C 

D009C 

WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 
MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 

INORGANIC SLUDGE/PARTICULATES, TOXIC METALS W/ MERCURY' 

MERCURY 32 0.2 0 0 NOT AVAItABLE 
CONTAMINATED 
MATERIALS FROM 
SINK TRAPS IN 
LAB 

SCRAP SALT. HIGH 5 0.2 0 0 Uran. 553,000 561,000 
F FROM MMES, INC. PPm PPm 

U235 0 . 1 2  _ _ _  
ut% 

BASIS iq-2iF 
1 
PK ESTABLISHED 
SA TREATMENT 

STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

SA ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

PROJBCT NANB 

I 

M 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

M 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

MLLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

c B 

w 

n3 
)J 
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GROUP #24 WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 
MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 

INORGANIC SLUDGE/PARTICULATES, TOXIC ORGANICS, TOXIC METALS w/o MERCURY 

50036 FM-W221 

50070 FM-W226 

50170 FM-W247 

50364 FM-W341 1 

CODES DESCRIPTION 

I 
DO07 CONTAMINATED 
F002 BURNABLES FROM 

PLANT 8 BOX 
FURNACE 

D008B NON-OILY SLUDGE 
Fool FOR ROASTING 
F002 FROM PLANT 8 BOX 

FURNACE 

DO04 SALT SLUDGE FROM 
DO19 PLANT 4 
DO39 
F002 

U 3 0 8 ,  +8MESH, 
LOW F FROM PLANT 
8 BOX FURNACE 

CURRBNT QW 

(m’) 

531 1.8 

332 0.4 

602 0.8 

64 0 0.4 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

Uran. 102,000 191,000 PK 
eem ePm SA 

U235 1.16 1.54 
ut % ut9 

Uran. 190,000 610,000 PK 
eem eem SA 

U235 0 93 1.02 
wtt wtt 

Uran. 232,000 404,000 PK 
PPm PPm SA 

U235 0.98 1.02 
ut z ut% 

Uran. 631,833 788,044 PK 
pem PPm SA 

U235 0.96 1.00 
ut% ut% 

OJKCT U M  

I ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED .CHEMICAL 

TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

I ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED CHEMICAL 

TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

OHIO CHEMICAL MOBILE 

TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

MLLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION CHEMICAL SYSTEM 
BASED TREATMENT 

PROJECT I I MLLW 
ESTABLISHED OHIO MOBILE 
TREATMENT CHEMICAL 
STANDARDS ARE TREATMENT 

SYSTEM 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

C - 6 5  
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GROUP #25 WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 
MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 

ORGANIC DEBRIS, TOXIC ORGANICS 

1 

WASTE 
DESCRIPTION 

J YgAR RATE R A D I O L O G I W  
CONCmRATION 

FM-WOO2 1 RAGS, SOLVENT F002 25 0.2 
TREATMEN7 

PROJECT 

F002 SOLVENT 
CONTAMINATED 
RAGS 

103 0.4 376 FM-WOO4 

396 FM- W 0 15 

410 FM-W024 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT SYSTEM 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 

U235 0 . 4 4  

co.1 NOT AVAILABLE 

CONCENTRATION 
BASED CHEMICAL 

TREATMENT MLLW PROJECT 

F002 
F003 
F005A 

PAINT THINNER 
RAGS 

74 0 . 4  OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT SYSTEM 

I PK ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION' 
BASED CHEMICAL 

TREATMENT 
PROJECT MLLW 

PO01 
F002 

OILY RAGS 129 0.4 
-. 

0 0 Uran. 21 64  
PPm PPm 

U235 0.51 0.54 
ut % ut% 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT SYSTEM 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE ~~ 

CONCENTRATION 
BASED CHEMICAL 

TREATMENT 
PROJECT MLLW 

Fool CONTAINER OF 
PUMP OIL AND 
RAGS 

18 0.2 0 0 NOT AVAILABLE OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT SYSTEM 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED CHEMICAL I TREATMENT 

I MLLW I PROJECT 
I I 

41 0.2 0 

~~ 

Uran. 8,700 10,900 
PPm PPm 

F002 NON- RECOVERABLE 
TRASH - MOP 
HEADS AND PADS 
CONTAMINATED 
WITH TCA 

PK ESTABLISHED OHIO MOBIL 
SA I TREATMENT I 1 I CHEMICAL f 

STANDARDS ARE TREATMENT GYSTEM 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED CHEMICAL 

TREATMENT 
PROJECT a'l MLLW 

U235 0.26 _ _ _  
ut% I 

R9 
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# STP-001 Rev 1 C-66 



GROUP #25 WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 
MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 

ORGANIC DEBRIS, TOXIC ORGANICS 

WASTE 
CODES DKSCRIPTION I CURRENT QTY 

STANDARD 

I I 2,632 6 . 6  TREATMENT 
STANDARD 
EFFECTIVE 
9/19/96 

. E  DO18 SPILL CLEANUPS 
OF OIL AND GAS 

13,191 8.9 NOT AVAILABLE PK TSCA INCINERATOR 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM LIQUID MIXED 

WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

LIQUIDS-MLLW 
SOLIDS-LLW STABILIZATION 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 

1,768 7.8 ENVIROCARE 

MLLW 

DO39 CONTAMINATED 
WOOD PALLETS 

STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED NON-LDR/<TSC 

DISPOSAL I PROJECT 
I 

99 0.4 
0 j m a n .  p;; ;;A 0 

U235 0 . 5 0  0 . 5 2  
w t 9  wt';  

PK 
SA 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT SYSTEM 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 

I 10024 FM-W143 

50002 FM-W214 

50359 FM-W269 

a 
G 
c.: 
m cn 

W 

DO10 CONTAMINATED 
FOOJ. BURNABLES 

CONCENTRATION CHEMICAL 
BASED TREATMENT I MLLW PROJECT 

I ORGANIC 
RECOVERY or 
COMBUSTION+ 

35 0 . 4  PK 
SA 

OHIO MOFILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT SYSTEM 

DOOlA+ NON-RECOVERABLE 
F003 TRASH FROM LAB 
FOOSA 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRAT I ON 
BASED 

MLLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT #ST:; 

225 0.8 PK 
SA 

F002 NON-RECOVERABLE 
TRASH 

0 0 Uran. 4,187 11,427 
PPm PPm 

U235 0.29 0.38 
w t 9  

wt9 I 
I ESTABLISHED 

TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED CHEMICAI, 

TREATMENT MLLW 

PSTP - A p p W X  C 
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GROUP #27 

7 

387 

404 

FM-WO10 

FM-WO21 

DO10 
DO18 
F002 

DOO8B 
DO18 
F002 

WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 
MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 

ORGANIC DEBRIS, TOXIC ORGANICS, TOXIC METALS w/o MERCURY 

OIL SOAKED RAGS 

OILY RAGS 

268 1.2 0 
0 I I P K  I TREATMENT ESTABLISHED I 1  NOT AVAILABLE 

STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION CHEMICAL BASED TREATMENT 

PROJECT 

0 

0 . 4  I O 

5 9  ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT I P K  I STANDARDS ARE 

NOT AVAILABLE 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT SYSTEM 

MLLW I( ' 
ll OHIO MOBILE 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT SYSTEM 

II MLLW 

C - 6 8  
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GROUP #29 WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 
MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 

INORGANIC DEBRIS, TOXIC ORGANICS 

PADIOLWXCAC 
CONCKNTRATION 

Ave . Max. 

Uran. 0.01 - - -  
ut z 

U235 0.84 - - -  
ut% 

LDR 
TRKATMKt4T 
STANDARD 

TRBATMENT 
TRAINS/ 

PROJECT NAME 
DESCRIPTION 

FM- W111 I 186,313 23.. 0 0 0 ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

FILTER 
MATERIAL - SAND, 
GRAVEL, FLY ASH, 

I OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

~~ I FROM ETF REMOVAL 
MLLW 

FM- W3 0 5 1 69 1.2 0 0 Uran . 0.01 - - -  
wtk 

U235 0.95 - - -  
wt % 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

I 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

CONTAMINATED 
PROTECTIVE 

F005A CLOTHING 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

MLLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

294 0.4 0 0 NOT AVAILABLE PK ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

I 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

DO12 METAL TANK 
F002 ABANDONED PILOT 
F003 PLANT SUMP 

Fool CONTAMINATED 
F002 GRAPHITE 

MLLW 

413 0.4 0 0 __. Uran. 30,000 
PPm 

U235 0.947 - - _  
w t %  

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

F 
CHEMICAL 
rREATMENT 
PROJECT 

OHIO MOBILE 
TREATMENT CHEMICAL 

SYSTEM 

PK 
SA 

MLLW 
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GROUP #30 WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 
MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 

INORGANIC DEBRIS, TOXIC METALS w/o MERCURY 

OIL DRY 

WITH OIL FROM 
BALER 

CONTAMINATED 
460 0.6 0 0 D OHIO MOBILE 

STABILIZATION I SYSTEM Uran. 6,269 17,524 
PPm PPm 

U235 0.619 0.711 
ut % wt% 

PK ESTABLISHED 
SA TREATMENT 

STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

517 

874 

D008B 

STABILIZATION 
PROJECT LLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

J 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT . RECYCLE 

LEAD BRICKS, 
LEAD WINDOW 
SASH I NGS , 
BABBITT HAMMER 

260 0.4 0 0 
e 

NOT AVAILABLE PK ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

0 0 NOT AVAILABLE 

0 

PK 

- 
PK 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

J 
CHEMICAL 

LEAD SOLDER 128 0.2 
JOINTS 

1271 

1714 

FM-W102 D008B 

FM-W310 DO10 

OHIO MOBILE 
CH EM1 CAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

TREATMENT 
PROJECT RECYCLE 

3,973 8.6 ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

VOLATILE SOLID 
WASTE FROM TCT- 

Uran. 0.01 
. ut2 

U235 0.55 
ut% 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

STAB I LI ZATION 
PROJECT 

ST. LOUIS I 
2021 0 0 ESTABLISHED 

TREATMENT 
PK I STANDARDS ARE BARIUM CARBONATE 1,870 3.0 

FROM PLANT 2/3 
PROCESSING 

Uran. 0.01 
ut 2 

U235 0.95 
wt2 

FM-W322 DO05 

FM-W144 DO05 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM CHEMICAL 

TREATMENT 
PROJECT MLLW 

CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

U238 104.1 111.4 
pci/g pCi/g 

pCi/g pCi/g 
U235 3.85 4.05 

:O . 1 5,471 4.4 

BRICKS, SAND AND 
CERAMICS FROM 

0 0 

I TREATMENT 
SYSTEM CHEMICAL 

TREATMENT 
PROJECT I MLLW 

clr 
PSTP - Appe@#x C 
# STP-001 Rev 1 C-71 



GROUP #30 WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 
MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 

INORGANIC DEBRIS, TOXIC METALS w/o MERCURY 

WASTB 
DESCRIPTION 

DUST COLLECTOR 
BAGS 

17.3 0.2 ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

20120 FM-N349 

30039 FM-W195 

50031 FM-W220 

50058 FM-W222 

50367 FM-W271 

DO07 _ _ _  0 0 Uran. 2 9 . 5  
wt2 

U235 1.39 _ _ _  
wt2 

SA 

SA 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

STABILIZATION 
PROJECT 

DO11 CONTAMINATED 
ROCKS, SOIL, 
BRICKS AND 
CERAMICS FROM 
PILOT PLANT 

449 0.6 ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

H 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

OHIO MOBILE 
1 CHEMICAL 
, TREATMENT 
, SYSTEM 

Uran. 128,000 _ _ _  
PPm 

U235 0.82 _ _ _  

0 

wt2 I MLLW 

OHIO MOBILE 

TREATMENT 
1 CHEMICAL 

, SYSTEM 

DOOBB 
DO10 

CONTAMINATED 
METALLIC FILTER 
ELEMENTS 

244 0.4 ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

H 0 0 Uran. 62,000 100,000 
PPm PPm 

U235 0.43 0.51 
wt2 wt2 

SA 

PK 
SA 

PK 
SA 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT MLLW 

DO07 DUST COLLECTOR 
BAGS 

12 0.2 ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

0 0 Uran. 83  228 
PPm PPm 

U235 0.81 1.62 
wtk wt% 

.OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

STABILIZATION 
PROJECT LLW 

DO080 NON-RECOVERABLE 
TRASH 

194 0.2 ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

H 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

- - -  0 0 Uran. 0.01 
ut2 

U235 1.25 
wt% 

- - _  

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

I MLLW I 

8 '. 

a\3 
PSTP - Appendix C 
# STP-001 Rev 1 C - 7 2  



GROUP #31 WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 
MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 

INORGANIC DEBRIS, TOXIC METALS w/ MERCURY 

432 FM-W038 D006B 
D008B 
D009C 

2418 1 FM-N399 1 DOOYC 

MERCURY I 119 1.0 
THERMOMETER 
SPILL CLEANUP 
MATERIALS FROM 
LAB 

MERCURY SPILL 143 0 . 4  
RESIDUE AND 
SPENT MERCURY- 
CONTAINING 
BATTERIES 

MERCURY 909 1.6 
CONTAMINATED 
FLOOR TILE & 
PIPE INSULATION 

FLUORESCENT 0.2 
LIGHT BULBS 

0 0 NOT AVAILABLE 

- - -  0 0 Uran. 0.01 
ut z 

U235 . 0 . 5  
ut2 

_ _ _  

0 0 I NOT AVAILABLE 

- 
PK 
SA 

PK 

PK 

PK 
SA 

I M  ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION CHEMICAL 
BASED 

~ I TREATMENT I PROJECT 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 

M 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED CHEMICAL 

TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

I . M  
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION CHEMICAL 
BASED I TREATMENT 

PROJECT 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 

CONCENTRATION CHEMICAL 
STANDARDS ARE 

BASED I TREATMENT I PROJECT 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT SYSTEM 

MLLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT SYSTEM 

MLLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT SYSTEM 

MLLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT SYSTEM 

MLLW 

c-73 
PSTP - Appendix C 
# STP-001 Rev 1 



GROUP #32 

40137 

WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 
MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 

INORGANIC DEBRIS, (IGNITABLE), REACTIVE, OR CORROSIVE ONLY 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

D PK DEACTIVATION* FM-W209 D001E* UNFIRED REDUCTION 1 0.2 0 0 NOT AVAILABLE 
CHARGES PLUS CAF2 

STABILIZATION MLLW 
PROJECT 

c-74 

PF 

PSTP - Appendix C 
# STP-001 Rev 1 



GROUP #33 WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 
MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 

HETEROGENEOUS DEBRIS, TOXIC ORGANICS 

LnR 
TRBRTMENT 
STANDARD - 

PK 

PK 

- 
627 

628 

1428 

NOT AVAILABLE ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

Fool 5-GAL. CAN W / .  
SPILL CLEAN-OUT 
MATERIAL 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

I 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT MLLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

I 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT MLLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

I 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT MLLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 

I 
CHEMICAL SYSTEM 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT MLLW 

FM-W072 

FM- W073 NOT AVAILABLE ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

Fool SPILL CLEANUP 
MATERIAL 

FM-W300 NOT AVAILABLE ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

PK 

PK 
SA 

Fool SPILL CLEANUP 
F002 MATERIAL FROM 

BUILDING 79 
RCRA STORAGE 
PAD 

FM-W118 Fool 
F002 
F005A 

LAB GENERATED 
WASTE, CONTACT 
WASTE SOLID 

Uran. 440 816 
PPm PPm 

U235 12 26 
PPm PPm 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

1716 

2401 

10012 

0 a 
G 
42 
4 

Ed 

NOT AVAILABLE ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

FM-N373 Fool 
F002 
F005A 

CONTACT WASTE 
FROM PACD 
SAMPLING 

PK 

PK 
SA 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM CHEMICAL 

TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

FM-W134 Uran. 2,875 _ _ -  
PPm 

U235 0.61 - - -  
w t %  

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

I 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

DO29 ' CONTAMINATED 
DO39 ' BURNABLES 
DO4 0 
FOOl 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

a\3 
I MLLW Br 

n3 
PSTP - Appendix C 
# STP-001 Rev 1 c-75 



GROUP #33 WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 
MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 

HETEROGENEOUS DEBRIS, TOXIC ORGANICS 

CODBS DESCRIPTION Y LDR 
TRBRTKKNT 
STANDARD 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL TREATMENT 

SYSTEM 

20036 FM-W165 1 ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

I 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

Fool SCRAP SALTS AND 
FLOOR SWEEPINGS 

387 0.8 0 0 

U235 0.93 1.19 
wt 2 wt2 

MLLW 

184 0.4 0 0 ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

I 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

Fool CONTAMINATED 
BURNABLES : 
RAGS, PAPER, 
POLYETHYLENE 

Uran. 35,200 109,700 PK 
PPm PPm SA 

U235 0.31 _ _ _  

20114 FM-W178 

30074 FM-W204 
I MLLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

1.135 0.8 0 0 I 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

F002 CONTAMINATED 
NON-BURNABLES: 
FILTER 
CARTRIDGES, 
GRAVEL, ROCKS, 
SOIL 

U235 0.75 0.85 
wt2 wtk 

MLLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

30075 FM-W205 1 14 0.2 0 0 ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

I 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

Uran. 1,900 2,500 PK , 

P W  PPm SA 
F002 CONTAMINATED 

NON-BURNABLES: 
METALLIC FILTER 
ELEMENTS AND 
CARTRIDGES 

U235 0.91 0.93 
wt2 wt2 

MLLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
TREATMENT CHEMICAL 

SYSTEM * 
n3 

MLLW 

PSTP - A p p e n B  c 
# STP-001 Rev 1 

15,330 PK 
P P  SA I' Uran. 6,080 

PPm 

U235 0.47 0.78 

455 1.0 I 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

FM- W2 17 31 DO19 I NON-RECOVERABLE 0 0 ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

wt2 I wt2 

C - 7 6  



GROUP #33 WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 

PK 
SA 

MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 7 

HETEROGENEOUS DEBRIS, TOXIC ORGANICS 

I ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION CHEMICAL 
BASED TREATMENT 

PROJECT 

OILY RAGS AND 
CLOTHING 

FM-N350 I I W a n .  - _ _  61 
PPm I U235 - - -  0 . 5 7  

c-77 

I I I 
TREATMENT ENVIROCARE 
STANDARD 
EFFECTIVE 
9/19/96 NON-LDR/<TSC 

DISPOSAL 
PROJECT 

OHIO CHEMICAL MOBILE 

SYSTEM 
TREATMENT' 

M1.T.W 

v 
R3 

tu 
c.lr 

PSTP - Appendix C 
# STP-001 Rev 1 



GROUP #34 WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 
MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 

HETEROGENEOUS DEBRIS, TOXIC METALS w/o MERCURY 

I I 
6 4 4  I FM-W077 I DOO8B 

1 I 
TRASH, PADS RAGS 107 
AND WATER I 0 

NON-RECOVERABLE 64 0.2 0 
TRASH: OILY 
RAGS, PADS, 
GLOVES AND 
PLASTIC WITH 
GREASE 

0 

PLASTIC 1,377 1.6 I 0 
SHEETING, 
GLOVES, FLOOR 
SWEEPINGS 

0 

NON RECOVERABLE 157 1.0 0 0 
TRASH 

ASBESTOS 
ABATEMENT 
DEBRIS 

0.2 0 30 0 

I I 

Uran. 5.187 13,443 ESTABLISHED 
ppm ppm I I TREATMENT _ _  

STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

U235 0.4 
ut% 

Uran. 16,900 17,208 PK ESTABLISHED 
PPm PPm SA TREATMENT 

STANDARDS ARE 
U235 0.675 0.712 CONCENTRATION 

ut% ut % BASED 

Uran. 1,136 2,326 PK ESTABLISHED 
PPm PPm SA TREATMENT 

STANDARDS ARE 
U235 0.71 0.72 CONCENTRATION 

ut% ut% BASED 

Uran. 

U235 

1,554 3,940 PK ESTABLISHED 
PPm TREATMENT PPm SA 

STANDARDS ARE 
0.59 0.74 CONCENTRATION 
ut% u t 2  BASED 

NOT AVAILABLE PK ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM CHEMICAL 

TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

H 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

H 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

MLLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

M1.I.W 

F 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEM I CAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

OHIO MOBILE 

STAB ILI ZATION 
PROJECT * 

a\3 

C - 7 8  
PSTP - Appendix C 
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GROUP #36 

HETEROGENEOUS DEBRIS, TOXIC ORGANICS, TOXIC METALS w/o MERCURY 

I I I 

399 

415 

FM- WO18 

FM-WO28 

DOO8B 
DO39 
Fool 

DOOBB 
DO18 
F002 

WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 
MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 

SOLVENT 
CONTAMINATED 
RAGS, PADS, AND 
PLASTIC FROM 
BOILER PLANT OIL 
STORAGE AREA 

OILY RAGS AND 
ABSORBENTS, WD- 
40 AND VARIOUS 
OILS 

434 FM-W040 DO04 LABORATORY 
DO05 CONTAMINATED 
DO068 WASTE 
DO07 
D008B 
DO22 
F002 
F003 

~~ 

49 0.2 178 19 

2.14 
u t 2  

35 0.2 0 - - _  0 Uran. 0.01 
ut  % 

U235 0.5 _ _ _  
w t 2  

614 2.4 13,122 10.9 NOT AVAILABLE 

c-79 

FqTiir CHAR. STANDARD 

I 
ESTABLISHED 

STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

PK 
SA TREATMENT 

PK ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 

I 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

I 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

I 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

MLLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

MLLU 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

MLLW 

is 
c1 

PSTP - ApJsldix c 
# STP-001 R e v  1 



GROUP #36 WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 
MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 

HETEROGENEOUS DEBRIS, TOXIC ORGANICS, TOXIC METALS w/o MERCURY 

- 
DO05 
FOOl 

I I 

10023 FM-W142 t1 ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM CHEMICAL 

' I  I 134 0.6 CONTAMINATED 
RAGS, PAPER, 
POLYETHYLENE 
FROM RMI U235 0.72 1.33 

TREATMENT 
PROJECT MLLW 

3,043 3.8 DOOBB 
Fool 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

I 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

NON-RECOVERABLE 
TRASH 

PK 
PPm SA 

0 o 'Uran. 324 _ - -  

U235 1.08 _ _ _  
ut2 

MLLW PROJECT 

I I 
DOO8B 
DO11 
Fool 

CONTAMINATED 
BURNABLES, RAGS, 
FILTER CLOTH, 

359 1.4 I ESTABLISHED I 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

Wan. 60,000 
PPm 

0 20094 FM-W175 
TREATMENT . 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

PAPER, 
CARTRIDGES, 
RUBBER. WOOD. 
ETC . 

DO068 
DO07 
DO088 
DO18 
DO4 0 
F002 
F005A 

DISCARD PROCESS 
RESIDUES - 

78 0.2 ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

I 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

0 0 Uran. 7,000 7307.8 PK 
PPm PPm SA 

U235 0 . 4 2  0.77 

30053 FM-W2O1 

c 
GLOVES, PAINT, 
MISC. DEBRIS 

w t %  I ut2 

I I MLLW 

PSTP - Appendix C 
# STP-001 Rev 1 C - 8 0  



GROUP #37 WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 
MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 
SOILS, TOXIC ORGANICS 

WASTE 
DESCRIPTION 

FM- W284 1 SOIL BORING U1412 
234 0 . 2  0 0 F002 OHIO MOBILE 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 

TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

Fool 
F002 

CONTAMINATED 
SOIL FROM PIT 
# 5  HWMU AREA 

192 0 . 2  0 0 Uran. 229 349 
PPm PPm 

U235 0.76 0.78 
w t  % wt% 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

I 
I G 

526 FM-N36 8 PK 
SA 

PK 
SA 

PK 
SA 

t 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM CHEMICAL 1 TREATMENT 

1 PROJECT 

Fool SOIL BORING 
Ill594 FROM 
NORTHWEST 
CORNER OF BLDG 
12 

0 0 ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

I 

G 
661 FM-WOE0 

7 2 0  FM-W085 

176 FM-WOE8 

819 FM- W 0 9 1 

0 

216 0.2 Uran . 23 
P P  

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM CHEMICAL 

TREATMENT 
PROJECT MLLW 

I Fool SOIL BORING 
U1261 

250 0.2 0 0 NOT AVAILABLE ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

OHIO MOBILE 
TREATMENT CHEMICAL 

SYSTEM 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

Fool SOIL BORING 
U1674, LOCATED 
INSIDE PILOT 
PLANT 

154 0.2 0 0 OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL I G I  TREATMENT 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION SYSTEM 
BASED CHEMICAL 

TREATMENT 
PROJECT MLLW 

Fool SOIL BORING 
U1251 

4 14 0.4 0 0 NOT AVAILABLE ESTABLISHED 

STANDARDS ARE TREATMENT 
CONCENTRATION CHEMICAL SYSTEM 

TREATMENT BASED 
PROJECT 1 1 G 1 TREATMENT CHEMICAL M O B I L ~  ' 

clr 

PSTP - Appendix C 
# STP-001 Rev 1 C-81 



GROUP #37 

;::;, 1 FM-W121 
FM- W122 

WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 
MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 
SOILS, TOXIC ORGANICS 

NOT AVAILABLE 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

G PK ESTABLISHED 
SA TREATMENT 

STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED CHEMICAL 

TREATMENT 
PROJECT MLLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 

G PK ESTABLISHED 
SA TREATMENT 

STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION CHEMICAL SYSTEM 
BASED TREATMENT 

PROJECT MLLW 

C - 8 2  
PSTP - Appendix C 
# STP-001 R e v  1 



GROUP #38 

- 
538 

757 

1306 

FM-W059 

FM-N392 

DO068 
DO07 
DOOBB 

DO04 
DO07 
D008B 
DO10 
DO11 

FM-N418 D001A* 
DOOBB -I- 

FM- W 19 O DO04 
DO05 

WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 
MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 

SOILS, TOXIC METALS w/o MERCURY 

SOIL BORING 2,754 1 . 8  0 b 
Ill508 FROM FIRE 
TRAINING GROUNDS 

0.4 0 BROWN 100 
PARTICULATE 
SOLID (DIRT & 
RUBBLE I 

0 

I 1 

CONTAMINATED 2,867 1.8 0 
SOIL, ROCKS, 
SAND FROM PLANT 
2/3 NORTH SIDE 
DIGESTOR AREA 

0 

18 SA Th 14 
pCi/g pCi/g 

19.0 
pci/g pCi/g 

Uran. 16.4 

8 8  PK 
ppm SA 

Uran. 75 
PPm 

U235 0.717 0.735 
w t 2  w t %  

3 PK Uran. 2 
ppm ppm SA 

U235 0.8 0.9 
w t 2  w t 2  

Uran. 39,000 76,000 PK 
ppm ppm SA 

U235 1.17 1.27 
w t 2  w t 2  

C - 8 3  

LDR 
TRBRTMENT 
STANDARD 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

ORGANIC 
RECOVERY or 
COMBUST ION 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

I 

D OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

STABILIZATION 
PROJECT 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

STAB I LI ZATION 
PROJECT LLW 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

'"Io 

SYSTEM 

STABILIZATION 
PROJECT 

STABILIZATION 
PROJECT 

LIQUIDS-MLLW 
SOLIDS-LLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

LLW 

PSTP - Appendix C 
# STP-001 Rev 1 



- 
8 54 

1585 

w 
GROUP #39 WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 

MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 
BATTERIES (LEAD ACID, CADMIUM), TOXIC METALS W/O MERCURY 

DESCRIPTION 

FM-W303 I D002A+’ LEAD ACID 3,566 4.2 I )EA*’ BATTERY I (SPLIT) DOC 

4 8 1  0 . 7  

15,768 1 3 . 3  

NOT AVAILABLE 

Uran. 0.01 _ _ _  
ut2 

U235 0.5 _ _ _  
u t 2  

I I I 

J THERMAL RECOVERY OF 
METALS IN AN INDUSTRIAL 
FURNACE* 

CHEMICAL 

PK I 
TREATMENT I PROJECT 

PK 

I OHIO MOBILE 

I J  1)  DEACTIVATION^ 

2 MACROENCAPSULATION+’ 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

RECYCLE 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

C-84’ 
PSTP - Appendix C 
# STP-001 Rev 1 



GROUP # 4 0  WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 

'1 MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 
BATTERIES (LEAD ACID, CADMIUM), TOXIC METALS w/ MERCURY 

FM-2294 D009C MERCURY BATTERIES 667 0.6 2 co.1 NOT AVAILABLE PK 
I I 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT SYSTEM 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

MLLW 

C - 8 5  
PSTP - Appendix C 
# STP-001 Rev 1 



GROUP #41 

- 
423 

2211 

FM-W034 DOOSDt 

FM-W326 D009D* 

WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 
MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 

ELEMENTAL MERCURY 

USED MERCURY 20 0.2 0 0 
(ELEMENTAL) FROM 
LAB 

ELEMENTAL MERCURY 0 . 4  961 1.1 
IN EQUIPMENT - 
SWITCHES, 
THERMOMETERS, 
ETC . 

I I I 

NOT AVAILABLE PK AMALGAMATI ON M 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

MLLW 

II OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL I PK I l M l  TREATMENT 

NOT AVAILABLE 

SYSTEM CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT MLLW 
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GROUP #42 

- 
700 

1550 

50089 

50090 

FM-W302 DOO3D* 
_______~ I 

FM- N4 19 DO0 1E* CONTAMINATED 
D003D* MAGNESIUM 

WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 
MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 

REACTIVE METALS 

75 0.2 

7 0.2 

438 0.6 

964 2.2 

5 YgAR RATE RADIOLOGICAL 

0 Uran. 0.5 _ _ _  0 
w t  % 

U235 1.25 __. 

w t %  

0.7 Uran. 10.0 _ _ _  657 
w t  % 

U235 1.10 
w t %  

_ - -  

_ _ _  0 0 Uran. 58.10 
w t %  

U 2 3 5  0.2 
w t %  

_.- 
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- 
PK 

PK 

PK 
SA 

PK 
SA 

LDR 
TREATHENT 
STANDARD 

DEACTIVATION* 

DEACTIVATION* . 

DEACTIVATION+ 

DEACTIVATION+ 

D 
STABILIZATION PROJECT 

G 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

D 
STABILIZATION 
PROJECT 

D 
STABILIZATION 
PROJECT 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

MLLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

LLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

MLLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

MLLW 
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GROUP #42A WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 
MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 

ELEMENTAL LEAD (ACTIVATED and NON-ACTIVATED) 

BASIS 
OF 

CRAR. 

PK 

PK 

PK 

PK 

FM - W2 9 0 i- I I I I 
Uran. 0 . 0 1  _ _ _  

w t 2  

U235 0.5 _ _ _  
w t b  

2 , 3 1 7  5 . 1  MACROENCAPSULATION* J 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT SYSTEM 

D008C* MISC. LEAD 6 7 9  1 . 2  
TOOLS, PIPING, 
ETC . 

DOO8C* LEAD BRICKS 3 3 6  0 . 6  

D008C* LEAD 7 6  0 . 2  

DOO8C* LEAD/LEAD SEALS 1 3 , 2 0 2  4.8 

! RECYCLE 

0 0 NOT AVAILABLE MACROENCAPSULATION* OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT SYSTEM 

J '  I 1 2 8 1  FM-W205 

1 7 3 1  FK-W314 

1 9 8 7  FM-W123 

CHEMICAL 
RECYCLE TREATMENT 

PROJECT 

0 0 Uran. 0 . 0 1  - - _  
w t t  

U235 0 . 5  _ _ _  
w t 2  

MACROENCAPSULATION* J 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT SYSTEM 

I RECYCLE 
I 

1 8 , 2 4 4  1 5 . 4  Uran. 0 . 0 1  - - _  
w t 2  

U235 0 . 5  _ _ _  
w t  I 

MACROENCAPSULATION* J 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

OHIO MOBILE 

TREATMENT SYSTEM 
~ CHEMICAL 

1' F 
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GROUP #43 

EPA 
CODES 

DOOlA 
DO18 
U019 

DO19 
u211 

WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 
MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 
LAB PACKS w/o METALS 

I 
0.2 

1 3  

Benzene 
(labpacked) 

Carbon 
tetrachlor ide  
(labpacked) 

TRKATMENT 
TREATMENT 
STANDARD PROJECT N M  

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) MLLW 
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GROUP #44 WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 
MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 

COMPRESSED GAS 

STANDARD 

1969 FM-N376 D001D* 
DO07 
DOO8B 
DO1 8 
DO19 
DO35 
DO39 

FLAMMABLE 
AEROSOLS 

cO.2 262 0.3 NOT AVAILABLE PK DEACTIVATION 

REMA IN I NG 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

L 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 
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GROUP #45 WASTE STREAM TRACKING FORM 
MWIR TREATABILITY GROUP 

INORGANIC CEMENTED SOLIDS, TOXIC ORGANICS 

I 
I 

BSCRIPTION 

II I 
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Appendix C. Treatment Trai ns 
Treatment Descriptions and Treatment Trains 

Appendix C, Treatment Trains provides detai 1 ed di  scussion on the devel opment 
of treatment trains assembled for treatment of FEMP mixed low level waste 
streams for compliance w i t h  Land Disposal Restrictions. 

Mixed low level waste streams have been re-grouped i n  tables by treatment 
train and located behind a diagram of each associated treatment train. 

Extensive information OR each FEMP waste stream has been incorporated i n  these 
tables. A key defining the column headers on the tables begins on page C - 1. 
The reader should review and become familiar w i t h  the entire key prior t o  
interpreting the tables i n  Appendi'x C. Treatment Trains. 



h >  

'- :, ' \'' i. 0 Treatment Trains 

I n  many instances when t rea t ing  waste a t  the FEMP. no s ing le technology 
i s  capable o f  removing a l l  contaminants from the waste. 
necessary t o  combine several techno1 ogi es i n t o  one treatment system t o  
ef fect ive ly  remove the contaminants. Connecting these technologies t o  
meet EPA requirements fo r  each consti tuent i s  referred t o  as a Treatment 
Train. 

It may be 

A combination o f  technologies (i .e. ,  a treatment t ra in)  may be speci f ied 
as a s ing le treatment standard i n  40 CFR 268.42. This indicates tha t  
any one o f  several BDAT technologies o r  treatment t ra ins  can be used f o r  
compliance wi th  the standard. 

Treatment technologies i n  a treatment t r a i n  have been designed t o  ensure 
hazardous constituents w i l l  be t reated i n  a log ica l  sequence. For 
exampl e, cer ta in  wastes should be i nci nerated p r i  or t o  stabi 1 i zat i  on. 

Figure C - 1  provides an example o f  a Treatment Train Worksheet used a t  
the FEMP f o r  assigning the waste t o  a project .  

This worksheet shows the treatment and disposal a1 te rna t i  ves a v a i  1 able 
when determining the appropriate treatment t r a i n  f o r  a waste stream. 
Lines'are drawn from one box t o  the next based on the sequence i n  which 
the waste should be treated. The treatment t ra ins  are set up so the 
waste can be treated as required t o  allow f o r  sa fe .  compliant method o f  
disposal. While doing t h i s .  the treatment t r a i n  must also account f o r  
the possible by-products from waste processing and a1 low the by-products 
t o  be moved i n t o  the correct process. The complete worksheet provides a 
diagram c lea r l y  i 11 ust rat ing the route through treatment, tes t ing  and 
disposal. 

000390 
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a F I G U R E  C-1 

TREATMENT TRAIN, WORKSHEET 

Waste Stream w/ EPA Hazardous Waste Codes 

I '- 

sD1us(loni w/ ligula 

m 

Shred 

Screen 

."--I 

In 

m4 GI 
In k 1- (- 

I I I 
- C Chemical Treatment 
- Cf CHMOXD 
- C2 Water Wash 
- C3 PAECP 
- CS Pretreat 
- C5 BIODG 
- C6 CHRED 
- c7 SSTRP 
- ca WETOX 

m 

-- 

&e 1 2 1 2  

- Dl Cement 
- D2 Spec Media 

. - 0 3 A b r p t t o n  
- 0 4  Combo 
- DS Vltrlftcatlon 

"I 

k 
I 

Debris 
BulWng 

" I  

k k 

1 I ! I I 

[ T  Testing I 

El Incineration Fj 
Graph= rr2734.1 994 

El Incineration Fj 
Graph= rr2734.1 994 
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1.1 

1.2 

1.3 

1.4 

1.5 

Treatment Trains Uni t  ODeration 

The FEMP anticipates usi ng combinations of the fol lowi ng 
technol ogi es i n a n  i ntegrated approach t o  managi ng mi xed waste ._ 
These technol ogi es are incorporated i n to  the treatment options.  
Waste streams will  be directed through a series of technologies t o  
disposit ion waste i n  a manner consistent w i t h  the Land Disposal 
Restriction ( L D R )  regulations (Figure C - 1 ) .  

e 
Seqreqation (Box A on Fiqure C-1) 

Waste Segregation is the physical separation of unlike materials 
i n a heterogeneous mixture. The separation process may i nvol ve 
sorting from a mixture of solids or may involve straining liquids 
from sol ids . Segregation provi des ei ther vol ume reduct i on by 
removing excess mass from the waste or enhances treatability by 
separating waste streams in to  groups. Segregation a t  the FEMP 
will  be accomplished by procuring a vendor t o  provide and operate 
a t ra i ler  mounted mobile u n i t .  This arrangement wi l l  allow 
capacity and length of service t o  be matched closely w i t h  the 
associated project. 

Shredainq (Box B on Fiqure C-1) 

Waste Shredding is an alteration of particle size or shape 
accomplished by the waste being torn or c u t .  Shredding wi l l  
t y p i c a l l y  be used t o  improve treatability of on the FEMP waste by 
s t anda rd iz ing  particle size. Shredding may also be used t o  
shatter br i t t le  particles t o  allow screening. Trailer mounted 
portable shredders are available for use a t  the FEMP from a large 
number of outside vendors. Mobile units shall consist of hoppers 
which will  feed the FEMP waste i n t o  the shredder. Shredders are 
available for a wide \lariety of material consistencies. 

. 

Screeninq (Box B on Fiqure C-1) 

Screening is  a mechanical means of segregating materials by size. 
Th i s  process separates solids from liquids or solids from solids.  
A typical screening process a t  the FEMP would utilize a mobile 
t ra i le r  mounted u n i t  operated by an outside vendor for one or more 
projects. 

Chemical Treatment (Box C on Fiqure C - 1 )  

Chemical Treatment Facilities planned for use a t  the FEMP s i t e  
wil l  be mobile t ra i ler  mounted operations. This wi l l  include a 
series of mobile units t h a t  can be utilized for various treatment 
options. Mobile units consist of waste container receiving, bulk 
waste hand1 i ng , d i  ssol ver trays and tanks, mi xers , pumps, hol d ing  
t a n k s ,  hoses, air  f i l t e r  systems, scales, and steam and h i g h  
pressure water decontamination faci 1 i t i es .  These mobi l e  units 
i ncl ude treatment waste recycle systems t o  minimize the amount of 
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wastewaters generated during operati on. The mobi 1 e units w i  11 
- also include treatment systems for reuse of the chemicals and 

acids t h a t  are generated during the treatment process. Some 
treatment processes being considered for use on the FEMP s i t e  are: B 

I 

1.5.1 Biodesradation (BIODG) of organics or non-metallic 
i norgani cs ( i  .e. , degradable i norgani cs t h a t  contain 
phosphorus, nitrogen , or sul fur 1 i n  units operated under 
either aerobic or anaerobic conditions . A surrogate 
compound or indicator parameter i s monitored t o  measure 
reduction of concentration i n  the residuals (e .g . ,  Total  
Organic Carbon can often be used as an indicator parameter 
for the biodegradation of many organic constituents t h a t  
cannot be directly analyzed i n  wastewater residues). 

1 .5 .2  Chemical or Electrolvtic Oxidat ion (CHOXD) u t i l i z i n g  the 
fol 1 owing oxi d a t i o n  reagents (or waste reagents 1 or 
combinations of reagents: (1) hypochlorite (e.g.  bleach) : 
(2 )  chlorine; (3) chlorine dioxide: (4)  ozone or UV 
(ultraviolet l i g h t )  assisted ozone: (5) peroxides: (6 )  
persulfates; ( 7 )  perchlorates: (8) permanganates: or (9) 
other oxi di  z ing reagents of equi valent effi ci ency . 
Oxidation units are operated so a surrogate compound or 
indicator parameter is  substanti a1 l y  reduced i n  
concentration i n  the residuals (e .g . ,  Total  Organic Carbon 
can often be used as an indicator parameter for the 
oxidation of many organic constituents t h a t  cannot be 
directly analyzed i n  wastewater residues). Chemical 
oxidation i s  commonly referred t o  as alkaline chlorination. 

1.5.3 Chemi cal Reduction ( C H R E D )  u t i  1 i zi ng the fol 1 owing reducing 
reagents (or waste reagents or combi na t i  ons of reagents : 
(1) sulfur dioxide: (2 )  sodium, potassium, or a l k a l i  salts 
or sulfi tes,  bisulfites, metabisulfites. and polyethylene 
glycols ( e .g . ,  NaPEG and KPEG): (3 )  sodium hydrosulfide: (4) 
ferrous salts : or (5)  other reducing reagents o f  equivalent 
efficiency. Chemical reduction is  commonly used for the 
reduction of hexavalent chromium t o  the trivalent s ta te .  

1 .5 .4  Liquid-Liauid Extraction (LLEXT) (often referred t o  as 
solvent extraction) of organics from l i q u i d  wastes i n t o  an 
immiscible solvent for which the hazardous constituents have 
a greater a f f i n i t y .  The resulting extract is h i g h  i n  
organics and must undergo either incineration, fuel 
substitution or other recovery/reuse. A raffinate is  
generated t h a t  is  proportionately low i n  organics and must 
undergo further treatment. 
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1.5.5 Chemical PreciDi tat ion (PRECP) o f  metals and other 
i norgani cs as  i nsol uble preci p i  ta tes o f  oxides, hydroxi des, 
carbonates. sul f ides.  su l fa tes.  chlorides. f luor ides.  or  
phosphates. Reagents (or  waste reagents 1 typ ica l  l y  used 
alone o r  i n  combination are: (1) l ime (i .e. ,  containing 
oxides and/or hydroxides o f  calcium and/or magnesium) : (2) 
caustic (i .e . ,  sodium and/or potassium hydroxides): (3) soda 
ash (i . e . ,  sodium carbonate): (4) sodium su l f i de :  (5)  f e r r i c  
su l fa te  or f e r r i c  chlor ide:  ( 6 )  alum; or  ( 7 )  sodium sul fa te.  
Addi ti onal f 1 occul a t  i ng , coagul a t i  ng , or  s i  m i  1 a r  
reagents /processes tha t  en ha nce s 1 udge dewater i ng 
character ist ics are not precluded from use. 

1.5.6 Recovery o f  Orsanics (RORGS) u t i l i z e s  one or more o f  the 
fo l lowing technologies: (1) d i s t i l l a t i o n ;  (2) t h i n  f i l m  
evaporation; (3) steam st r ipp ing;  (4) carbon adsorption: (5) 
c r i t i c a l  f l u i d  extract ion;  ( 6 )  l i q u i d - l i q u i d  extract ion:  ( 7 )  
precipitation/crystallization ( including freeze 
c rys ta l l i za t i on ) :  or (8) chemical phase separation 
techniques (i . e ., , addi ti on o f  acids , bases. demul s i  f i e r s  , or  

. s imi lar  chemicals). This does not preclude the  use o f  other 
physical phase separation techniques such as decantation. 
fi 1 t r a t  i on ( i ncl  udi ng u l  traf i 1 t r a t  i on , and cent r i  fugat i  on 
i n  conjunction wi th  the l i s t e d  recovery technologies. 

performed by d i rec t  appl icat ion o f  steam t o  the waste. 
t h i s  type o f  operation, l i q u i d  and vapor f low rates. 
temperatures, and pressures are monitored and m a i  n ta i  ned a t  
optimal points.  These points are dependent upon design 
parameters such as the number o f  separation stages and the 
i nternal col umn design . The resul ti ng condensed extract  i s  
high i n  organics and requires further: treatment. The 
extract  may be incinerated, reused as a f ue l ,  or  other 
recovery or  reuse techno1 ogy . 
undergo fur ther  treatment as speci f ied i n  the standard. 

1.5.7 Steam S t r i m i n s  (SSTRP) o f  organics from l i q u i d  wastes i s  
I n  

Extracted wastewater must 

1.5.8 Water WasWSeDaratinq Contaminants from debris and equipment 
i s  achieved through appl icat ion o f  water or  steam sprays 
providing su f f i c i en t  temperature, pressure. residence time, 
ag i ta t ion ,  surfactants, and detergents t o  remove 
contaminants or  contaminated residues from surface layers. 
This could be completed through washing the waste wi th  
detergents i n  machines which agi ta te and remove 
contami nants . 

1 .5 .9  Wet A i r  Oxidation (WETOX) i s  performed i n  un i ts  operated 
such tha t  a surrogate compound or i ndi cator parameter has 
been substanti a1 l y  reduced i n  concentration i n  the 
residuals. Total Organic Carbon i s  of ten used as an 
ind icator  parameter f o r  many organic consti tuents tha t  
cannot be d i r e c t l y  analyzed i n  wastewater residues. 
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1.6 Pretreatment - 72112 
Pretreatment i s  the chemical or physical treatment of aqueous 
waste before processing i n  a Wastewater Treatment System (WWTS). 
Pretreatment a t  the FEMP wi 11 be provided by a n  outside vendor 

' prior t o  processing .at the Wastewater Treatment System. Some 
examples of pretreatment activities proposed for use on the FEMP 
s i t e  are: 

D 

1.7 

1.6 .1  Carbon AdsorDti on (CARBN) of non-metal 1 i c i norgani cs , 
organo-metal 1 i cs , or organic constituents onto granulated or 
powdered carbon particles . The process is operated w h i  l e  
observing a compound or i ndi  cator parameter for 
breakthrough. Breakthrough occurs when the carbon has 
become saturated w i t h  the. constituent or indicator causing a 
subs t an t i a l  change i n  adsorption rate of t h a t  constituent. 
Often Total Organic Carbon is  used as an indicator parameter 
for many organic constituents t h a t  cannot be directly 
analyzed i n  wastewater residues. - 

1 . 6 . 2  Deactivation (DEACT) removes the hazardous characteristics 
of a waste ( i  . e . ,  toxicity, i g n i t a b i l i t y ,  corrosivity. 
reactivity). [See also 40 CFR 268. Appendix VI.]  

1 .6 .3  Neutralization (NEUTRL w i t h  the following reagents (or waste 
reagents) or combinations of reagents: (1) acids: (2) 
bases: or (3) water ( inc lud ing  wastewaters) resulting i n  a 
pH > 2 and c 12.5 i n  the aqueous residuals. 

1 .6 .4  Chemical PreciDitation ( P R E C P l  of metals and other 
i norgani cs as i nsol ubl e preci pi tates of oxides, hydroxi des, 
carbonates, sulfides. sulfates, chlorides, fluorides, or 
phosphates. The fol 1 owing reagents are typical l y  used 
either alone or i n  combination: (1) lime containing oxides 
or hydroxides of calcium or magnesium: (2 )  caustics like 
sodium or potassium hydroxides: (3) soda ashes including 
sodium carbonate: (4) sodium sulfide: (5)  ferric sulfate or 
ferric chloride: (6) alum: or ( 7 )  sodium sulfate. 
Flocculating, coagulating, or similar reagents and processes 
t h a t  enhance sludge dewatering characteri sti cs w i  11 be used 
when appropriate. 

Stabilization (Box D on Fisure C-11 
S t a b i l i z a t i o n .  solidlfication. and encapsulation isolate hazardous 
waste from the surrounding envir'mment w i t h o u t  destroying the 
hazardous constituents. The physical treatment w i  11 be provided 
by mobile equipment similar t o  a truck or t ra i ler  mounted pug 
mi l l .  Treatment objectives are achieved by mixing waste w i t h  
inorganic compounds such as f l y  ash, lime, or clay t o  form a 
chemi cal l y  and mechani cal l y  stab1 e sol i d .  Treated waste wi  11 have 
higher strength, lower permeability, and lower leachability t h a n  
untreated waste. This treatment technology is normally limited t o  
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i norgani c wastes contai n i  ng heavy metals . Organic compounds t h a t  
interfere w i t h  the setting action of traditional solidifying 
agents may be s t a b i  1 i zed w i t h  speci a1 i zed media. 

There are seven major categories of i ndustri a1 waste s t a b i  1 i za t i  on 
treatment technol ogi es : 1) Port{ and cement based processes : 2) 
Pozzolanic processes not contai n i  ng Portl and cement : 3) 
Thermoplastic techniques using bitumen, paraffin, or polyethylene 
incorporation: 4) Organic polymer techniques including urea- 
formaldehyde. unsaturated polyesters: 5) Surface encapsulation 
techniques (jacketing): 6) Self cementing techniques: and 7 )  
G1 assi f i  cation, v i  t r i  ficati on. and producti on of syntheti c 
mi neral s and cerami cs . 

,. a 
I, , 

e 1 
.A I, 

The fol 1 owing are technol ogi es bei ng planned as treatment 
alternatives for the waste a t  the FEMP: 

1 . 7 . 1  

1 . 7 2  

1 . 7 . 3  

Portl and Cement Sol i d i  f i  ca t i  on uses binding  agents t o  
contain mixed or hazardous waste i n  a rigid matrix. 
process, Portland cement is combined w i t h  f l y  ash or other 
pozzolans t o  produce a relatively high strength, 
dimensional ly  stable, waste and cement matrix. 
containment is  primarily by entrapment of waste particles. 
Soluble si l icates may be added t o  a i d  processing and t o  
assist i n  containment of metals through the formation of 
si l icate gels. Water is  removed by hydration of the 
Port 1 and cement. 

Low Strenqth Cement Stab i  1 i z a t i  on is  a n  inorganic based 
process which uses a fine, non-crystalline si l ica i n  f l y  a s h  
and calcium from lime t o  produce low-strength cement t h a t  is  
not dimensionally stable. Physical trapping of the 
contaminant i n  the cured pozzolan concrete matrix is  the 
primary containment mechanism. Water i s  removed by the 
hydration of the lime-pozzolan cement. 

I n  this 

Waste 

Vitrification is thermal treatment t h a t  converts 
contaminated materials in to  chemically inert glass and 
crystal1 ine products. Vitrification immobi 1 izes some 
hazardous components of waste. Simultaneously, residuals 
such as ash and nonvolatile heavy metals, immobilize in to  a 
geologically stable glass form. The f i n a l  product is  
reduced i n  volume and mass by moisture removal, destroying 
portions of the waste thermally, and consolidating residuals 
i n t o  a dense glass and crystalline product. Glass forming 
additives are sometimes necessary t o  produce an  acceptable 
product. Mol ten-gl ass processes operate by the principle of 
joule-heating. 
electrical voltage, passi ng electrical current through 
alkalineionic components i n  the glass. The electrical 
resistance of the molten glass creates heat w i t h i n  the 
confines of the electrodes when voltage is  applied. 
heat i s  distributed evenly w i t h i n  the molten glass by 
convecti ve currents through the f l u i d .  

Electrodes placed i n  the molten glass apply 

The 
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1.8 

1.9 

1.10 

1.11 

1.12 

Debris Bul kinq (Box E on Figure C -  1) 
iio 7212 

Although buik ing  is not considered t o  be treatment, this activity 
is significant t o  the integration and implementation of the 
vari ous treatment trains . 
apprryri ate testing , transportation and disposal . 
bulked t o  reduce the number o f  containers utilized for 
transportation and disposal . 

Liquid waste i s  bul ked t o  faci 1 i ta te  
Debris i s 

Hiqh Pressure Washinq (Box W on Figure C - 1 )  

High pressure washing a t  the FEMP i s  used t o  decontaminate 
materials and equipment. High pressure washing is accomplished 
through the a p p l i c a t i o n  of water or steam sprays of sufficient 
temperature, pressure, residence time, a g i t a t i o n ,  surfactants and 
detergents t o  remove contaminated debris surface 1 ayers. 
Macroencaosulation (Box X on Figure C - 1 )  . 

Macroencapsul a t i  on (MACRO) substanti a1 l y  reduces surface exposure 
t o  potential leaching media. 
plastics) are applied t o  the surfaces of hazardous waste w i t h  a n  
inert , i norgani c materi a1 . 

Polymeric organics ( e . g . ,  resins and 

Amalsamation (Box Y on Figure C - 1 )  

Amalgamation (AMLGM) of elemental mercury u t i  1 izes inorganic 
reagents such as copper, z inc,  nickel, gold ,  and sulfur t h a t  
result i n  a non-liquid. semi -solid. Amalgamation reduces 
potential emissions of elemental mercury vapors t o  the air  and 
releases of radioactive contaminants t o  the envi ronment. 

Pressurized Container Treatment (Box Z on Figure C - 1 )  

Pressurized container treatment is  venting of compressed gases 
i n t o  an  absorbing or reacting media (ADGAS) 
l i q u i d ) .  Venting can be accomplished through physical release 
u t i l i z i n g  valves/piping or physical penetration of the container. 

Recovery or reuse of compressed gases (RCGAS) includes techni ques 
such as reprocessing of the gases for reuse or resale, filtering 
or adsorption of impurities, remixing for direct reuse or resale, 
and use of the gas as a fuel source. 

( i  . e . ,  sol id  or 
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1.14 

1.15 

Wastewater Treatment (Box L1  on Figure C - 1 )  

addi ng aci d or base and f i 1 teri ng t o  remove suspended sol i ds . 
Waste containing hazardous organic constituents is processed 
through activated carbon f i l t e rs .  
through ion exchange f i l t e rs  as required t o  remove hazardous and 
radioactive dissolved ions. 

The process consists of a neutralization step t h a t  adjusts pH by e 
F i n a l l y ,  the waste is  processed 

Mobile Water Treatment Units are being considered a t  the FEMP as a 
possible treatment process. 

Incineration (Box L2 on Figure C - 1 )  

Incineration is  a method of thermal destruction of hazardous 
waste. The primary use of incineration is  processing mixed low 
level waste l iqu ids  and sludges. Incineration destroys a wide 
range of hazardous organic constituents. Hazardous metals are 
captured i n  ash and off-gas recovery systems. Typical 
i nci nwators are stationery requiring the generator t o  package and 
s h i p  waste t o  the incinerator location. Mobile units can be 
practical for short. term use. 

Other Treatment. Storaqe and D i  sDosal Faci 1 i t v  (TSDF) 
(Radioloqicallv Decontaminated Material 1 (Box 0 on Fiqure C - 1 ) -  

The FEMP has identified the following technologies available a t  
off-si te commercial facil i t ies for treatment of non-radioactive 
materi a1 : 

1.15.1 Thermal Recovery of Lead (RLEAD)  i n  secondary lead 
smelters . Commerci a1 . stati onerY faci 1 i t i  es have been 
utilized t o  recycle spent lead-kid batteries from the 

. FEMP. 

1.15.2 Recovery/reuse of COmDreSSed Gases (RCGAS).  
Techni ques .i ncl ude reprocessing of gases for 
reuse/resale. filtering/adsorption o f  impurities, 
remixing for direct reuse or resale, and the use of 
gas as a fuel source. 

1.15.3 Retortins or roastins i n  a thermal Drocessinq u n i t  
caDab1 e of vol a t i  z i  ns mercury (RMERC) . Mercury 
contaminated materi a1 i s vo l  a t i  zed and subsequently 
condensed for recovery. 

1.15.4 Thermal Recovery (RTHRM) of metals or inorganics from 
non-wastewaters i n  i ndustri a1 furnaces. 
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1.15.5 Recovery of Metals (RMETL) or inorganics utilizes one 
or more of the following direct physical/removal 
technologies: (1) ion exchange: (2) resin or sol id  
( i  . e . ,  zeolites) adsorption: (3) reverse osmosis; (4)  
chel a t  i on/sol vent extract i on : ( 5  1 freeze 
crystallization: (6) ultrafiltration and/or ( 7 )  simple 
precipitation ( i  . e . ,  crystallization). 

the following technologies: (1) distillation: (2) 
t h i n  film evaporation: (3) steam stripping: (4)  carbon 
adsorption: ( 5 )  critical f l u i d  extraction: ( 6 )  l i q u i d -  
1 i qui d extraction : ( 7 )  preci p i  t a t  i onlcrysta 17 i z a t  ion 
( i n c l u d i n g  freeze crystallization): or (8) chemical 
phase separation techniques ( i  . e . ,  a d d i t i o n  o f  acids, 
bases, demulsifiers. or similar chemicals). 

1.15.6 Recovery of Orqani cs (RORGS) u t i  1 i zes one or more of 

1.16 Manaqement o f  Secondary Waste Streams 

Chemical treatment of mixed waste is  anticipated t o  double the 
original waste volume. This is a high estimate of anticipated 
waste volume i ncrease. Techno1 ogy evaluation and treatabi 1 i t y  
testing are expected t o  demonstrate higher processing efficiency. 
The treated waste i s  anticipated t o  have a volume one and  a h a l f  
times greater t h a n  the untreated waste form. The remaining 50% 
vol ume i ncrease w i  11 be secondary waste. Secondary waste 
estimates and the feasible Preferred Option are included i n  Table 
6 of the Background Volume. 

Personal protective equipment and waste generated from activities 
associated w i t h  b u l k i n g ,  packaging, sh ipping ,  and treatment o f  
mixed waste on-site, i s  assumed t o  be five percent o f  the t o t a l  
waste t o  be processed. 
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2.0 s mple Treatment Tra in  e Figure C-2 i s  an example o f  a treatment t r a i n  f o r  FEMP t rash 
contaminated wi th  lead (EPA Code 0008). The fol lowing w i l l  describe the 
steps that  are performed w i th  t h i  s treatment t r a i n .  

A - Segregation of the waste i s  completed by physical ly sor t ing 
the materials tha t  are not consistent wi th  the treatment t r a i n  
selected. L i  qui d removal i s considered segregati on. 

B - Shredding and screening o f  the waste i s  the second step i n  the 
treatment t r a i n .  This operati on i ncl udes shreddi ng the waste i n t o  
pieces o f  consistent s ize and shape t o  enhance process 
effectiveness throughout the  waste stream. This operation w i  11 
also have a l i q u i d  co l lec t ion  systeni so any l iqu ids  tha t  a re  
generated can be segregated and. treated properly. 

L iquid segregated as a resu l t  o f  shredding and screening 
w i l l  be tested (TI  then treated by .the Wastewater Treatment 
System (L1) o r  be incinerated (L2). 

C - Chemical Treatment i s  the  t h i r d  step i n  the treatment t r a i n .  

For t h i s  example the spec i f i c  treatment process i s  C2 - Water 
Wash. 
wash machine) w i th  chemicals or detergent added t o  remove the 
contaminants from- the waste. Three secondary waste streams a re  
produced by t h i s  operati on: 

Liquid wash water which w i l l .  be tested (TI  then treated by the 
Wastewater Treatment System (L1) or be incinerated (L2). 

Waste i s  washed i n  a tank (or equipment s imi la r  t o  a large 

Trash > 2-1/2" i n  s ize meets the d e f i n i t i o n  o f  debris permit t ing 
i t  t o  be bulk packaged ( E ) ,  tested (T I ,  then disposed o f  as, LLW 
( R ) .  

Fines < 2-1/2" i n  s ize and contaminated with'heavy metals w i l l  be 
s tab i l i zed  (D) u t i l i z i n g  the Cementation Method ( D l ) .  tested (T I .  
then disposed o f  as LLW ( R ) .  
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FIGURE C-2 
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Example of a FEMP TREATMENT TRAIN 
Diagram Showing Treatment Steps Required for Mixed 

Waste to Meet LDR Requirements , 

Example: (Trash - 0008) 

*Typical Steps for Liquids from Steps A, B & C 

* 
is 
b..r 

PSTP . Appendix C w 
# STP-001 Rev 1 (2-103 



TREATMENT TRAIN 

Testing I- Simple Liquid B u l k i n g / b l  
Segregation Aggregation 

C3 MIXED WASTE PROJECT NAME 
Liquid Mixed Waste Project . .  

Not Requiring Pretreatment 

m I 

Waste Water 
Treatment 

(D002, DOM-0043) 

Treat men t 

Treatment 
Train C 

(> WWT Waste 
Acceptance Criteria) 

I I 
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MIXED LOW LEVEL WASTE STREAMS TO BE 
TREATED BY TREATMENT TRAIN A 

. . . . . . . . 

FM-W286 

. . . . . . . . . . 

CAUSTIC SOLUTION 
(NAOH) FROM PLANT 8 
RAFFINATE 
PROCESSING 

358 

1178 

292 0.4 0 ( D002B* 
DO19 DEACTIVATION* WASTEWATER 

TREATMENT 
(ON-SITE) 

A 
- U235 1.5 

w t k  
WASTE LIQUID PROJECT MIXED 

(LIQUIDS 
ONLY) 

A 

LLW 

WASTEWATER 
TREATMENT ~ 

(ON-SITE) 

FM- WO9 6 DO07 
F002 

752 1.2 1,537 1.3 GROUNDWATER FROM 
WELL #2649 ESTABLISHED 

TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

PK 
SA 

PK 
SA 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS 
ONLY 1 

LLW 

FM-N360 D0028* CONTAMINATED WATER 
FROM CHEMICAL PIT 
#2 SURFACE CAP 

397 0.6 0 0 

A 
1462 

1692 

1938 

e 
c2 a 
& 

-3 
c;s 

HASTEWATER 
rREATMENT 
(ON- SITE ) 

LLW 

DEACTIVATION* 

u235 0.201 0.579 
w t z  w t %  

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS 
DNLY 1 

A 
FM-W113 D002A* 

DO07 

~~ 

NITRIC ACID 31 0 . 2  NOT AVAILABLE 0 0 DEACTIVATION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS CONCENTRATION ARE 

BASED 

1ASTEWATER 
:REATMENT 
ION-SITE) 

LLW 

PK 

PK 
SA 

LIQUID MIXED 
YASTE PROJECT 

INLY) 
(LIQUIDS 

FM-W319 ' DO07 
30088 
3010 

170 0.2 0 0 ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

NONCHLORIDE, 
CONTAMINATED WATER 
OR SUMP LIQUOR FROM 
PLANT 1 DRUM 
PAINTING BOOTH 

Jran. - -  401 
ppm 

ASTEWATER 
REATMENT 
ON-SITE) a - -  0 . 6 5  

w t k  
JIQUID MIXED 
IASTE PROJECT 
,LIQUIDS 
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MIXED LOW LEVEL WASTE STREAMS TO BE 
TREATED BY TREATMENT TRAIN A 

- - 

2210 

- - 

PK 

PK 
SA 

. . . . . . . 

D001F* HYDROGEN PEROXIDE 
SOLUTION 

FM- W3 2 5 NOT AVAILABLE DEACTIVATIONI A WASTEWATER 
TREATMENT 
(ON- S ITE 1 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS 
ONLY) 

A 

LLW 

2257 FM- W 3 2 9 D002A* TCLP EXTRACTS LAB 
GENERATED WASTE NOT AVAILABLE WASTEWATER 

TREATMENT 
(ON-SITE) 

DEACTIVATION* 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 

ONLY) 
(LIQUIDS 

A 

LLW 
~ 

FM-N3 9 3 D002A* 
DO07 
DO088 
DO18 
DO35 
DO39 
DO40 

RADIOACTIVE ACIDIC 
LAB WASTE PK 

SA 

- 
PK 

- 

DEACTIVATION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

WASTEWATER 
TREATMENT 
(ON- SITE) 

LLW 

u234 201 399 
PCi/l pCi/l 

12 23 
pCi/l pci/l 

74 5 u238 456 
PCi/l pCi/l 

LIQUID MIXED 
rJASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS 
lNLY 

?M-N394 Fool 
F002 
F005A 

UNSEATE WATER ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

A i4ASTEWATER 
PREATMENT 
(ON-SITE) 

L L W ~  1. 

NOT AVAILABLE 

JQUID MIXED 
IASTE PROJECT 
[LIQUIDS 
)NLY) 
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2554 FM-N395 D002A* ACID WASTE 

10014 FM-W136 DO39 U-CONTAMINATED 
WATER 

MIXED LOW LEVEL WASTE STREAMS TO BE 
TREATED BY TREATMENT TRAIN A 

WASTEWATER 
TREATMENT 
(ON-SITE) 

A 4.0 0 0 NOT AVAILABLE PK DEACTIVATION* 3,189 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS 
ONLY) 

LLW 

WASTEWATER 
TREATMENT 
(ON- SITE) 

A 2.8 0 0 Uran. 4.9 12.1 PK TREATMENT 
ppm PPm SA STANDARD 

EFFECTIVE 
09/19/96 u235 0.58 0.73 

ut% ut% 

2,641 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS 
ONLY) 

LLW 

- 
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TREATMENT TRAIN 
B 

Mixed Waste Slmple 
Segregation Test In g Dlsposal 

(C TSC-Listed) 

MIXED WASTE PROJECT NAME 
Non-LDR/<TSC Disposal Project 
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- - 

1438 

2048 

- 
2581 

- 
60017 

- - 

FM-N391 

FM-N348 

FM-N413 

FM-N350 

.. .. 

DO39 

Fool 
F002 
F005A 

DO39 

DO39 

MIXED LOW LEVEL WASTE STREAMS TO BE 
TREATED BY TREATMENT TRAIN B 

- . "  I -,--- 

I 

I 
I 
I 

CONTAMINATED 1,768 7.8 0 0 
WOOD PALLETS . 

OILY RAGS AND 63.6 0.4 0 0 
CLOTH1 NG 

u235 . 0.5 0.6 
w t %  w t %  

- -  - Uran. 0.01 
w t %  

- U235 0 . 5 0  
w t %  

- -  

NOT AVAILABLE 

U235 .0015 _ _  - 
pCi/rnl 

- - 

PK 
SA 

- 
PK 

PK 

PK 
SA 

TREATMENT 
STANDARD 
EFFECTIVE 
09/19/96 

B 

NON-LDR/<TSC 
DISPOSAL 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

NON-LDR/cTSC 
DISPOSAL 

I B  ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 

TREATMENT 
STANDARD 
EFFECTIVE 
9/19/96 NON- LDR/<TSC 

DISPOSAL 
PROJECT 

ENVIROCARE 

MLLW 

ENVIROCARE 

MLLW 

~ 

ENVIROCARE 

MLLW 

ENVIROCARE 

MLLW 
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TREATMENT TRAIN 

Simple 
Segregation 

C 

incineration Stabilization Mixed Waste 
(0001, Listed) _I) Test in g Disposal (<  60 mm) Test In g _+ Liquid Bulking/ 

Aggregation 

MIXED WASTE PROJECT NAME 
Liquid Mixed Waste Project 
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MIXED LOW LEVEL WASTE STREAMS TO BE 
TREATED BY TREATMENT TRAIN C 

. . . . . . . . . . . . 

FM - W2 8 5 
- 
PK 

- 
PK 
SA 

WATER/GAS MIXTURE 
FROM TANK #8 

1,990 2.4 0 0 D001B* 
DO18 
DO35 

Uran. - -  1 
PPm 

- U235' .0.5 0.6 
w t %  w t %  

DEACTIVATION AND 
MEET UTS or 
ORGANIC RECOVERY 
or COMBUSTION* 

C TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

MLLW LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

C 
FM-N4OO D001A* 

DO18 
0 0 ORGANIC RECOVERY 

or COMBUSTION* 
CONTAMINATED 
KEROSENE TSCA 

INCINERATOR 
14,095 17.0 - 1  Uran. 1 

PPm PPm 

w t %  w t %  
- U235 0.79 0.85 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

C 

MLLW 
~~ 

FM-WOOS D008B 
DO18 
FOOl 
F002 

SPENT l,l,l- 
TRICHLOROETHANE 

77 0.2 0 0 379 

385 

ESTABLISHED Uran. 0.01 _ _  
ppm 

U235 0.200 - -  
w t %  

- 
PK 

PK 
3A 

?K 
;A 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

C 

MLLW 

FM-WOO9 DO18 
FOOl 
F002 

SPENT SOLVENT 

TR I CHLOROETHANE ) 
(1,1,1,- 

108 0 . 2  0 0 NOT AVAILABLE rsm 
INCINERATOR 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRAT I ON 
BASED LIQUID MIXED 

iASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

C 

MLLW 

393 

- 

FM-W014 DOOBB* LUBRICATING OIL 
FROM REDUCTION 
REMELT 

330 0.6 3 0 Vran. 20 5 1  
PPm ppm 

w t 9  w t %  
0.44 0.67 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

rscA 
[NCINERATOR 

JQUID MIXED 
lASTE PROJECT 
LIQUIDS ONLY) 

MLLW 

- ,  . .  
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. .. 

MIXED LOW LEVEL WASTE STREAMS TO BE 
TREATED BY TREATMENT TRAIN C 

NOT AVAILABLE 395 I FM-N378 PAINT THINNERS AND 
F002 'I PAINT RESIDUES 
F003 
F005A 

179 0.2 752 0.6 ORGANIC RECOVERY 
or COMBUSTION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

MLLW 

C PK 

PK 
SA 

PK 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE (LIQUIDS PROJECT ONLY) 

C 
FM-W019 D001A+ 

DO088 
Fool 

USED. OIL FROM 
MAINTENANCE 

105 0 . 2  0 0 ORGANIC RECOVERY 
Or COMBUSTION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

400  Uran. 1.0 
P P  

- 
- U235 0.76 0.82 

wtt wtk 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

C 

MLLW 

402 FM-WO2O DOOEB 
DO18 
FOOl 
F002 

USED OIL 0 0 Uran. 0.01 - -  
PPm 

u235 0.99 - _  

- 
wtt 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY 1 

C 

MLLW 

FM-W023 DO05 
D006B 
DOO8B 
Fool 

USED OIL - Uran. 31 86 
PPm PPm 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

0 0 PK 
SA 

0 . 4  
ut% 

0.65 
ut2 

LIQUID MIXED 
NASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

MLLW 

4 
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MIXED LOW LEVEL WASTE STREAMS TO BE 
TREATED BY TREATMENT TRAIN C 

- - 

412 1.1,l- 
TRICHLOROETHANE 

10 0.2 0 0 FM,- W02 5 D001A* 
D006B 
FOOl 
F002 

ORGANIC RECOVERY 
Or COMBUSTION* 

REMAINING 

TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

ESTABLISHED 

C TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

a 0.51 1.28 
w t %  w t %  

L QUI MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

C 

MLLW 

4 14 FM-W027 198 0.4 Uran. 2 . 0  3 . 0  
PPm PPm 

u235 0.57 1.26 
w t %  w t %  

ORGANIC RECOVERY 
Of COMBUSTION* 

REMAINING 

TREATMENT 
ESTABLISHED 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

D001A* 
DO068 
D008B 
D009C 
DO39 
Fool 
F002 

D001A* 
F003 

USED OIL 0 0 PK 
SA 

PK 

STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

C 

MLLW 

418 

- 

FM-W030 SPENT ACETONE 975 12.0 NOT AVAILABLE ORGANIC RECOVERY 
Or COMBUSTION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 

BASED 
CONCENTRATION 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

1,061 1.0 

LIQUID MIXED 
JASTE PROJECT MLLW ' . 

R9 
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MIXED LOW LEVEL WASTE STREAMS TO BE 
TREATED BY TREATMENT TRAIN C 

- 

419 

421 

422 

. . . . . . . . . . . 

FM-W031 

FM- W03 2 

SPENT XYLENE 121 1.8 255 0.2 NOT AVAILABLE D001A* 
F003 ORGANIC RECOVERY 

or COMBUSTION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

PK C 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

MLLW 

DOOlA* 
F003 

SPENT METHANOL 14 0 2.0 71 0.1 NOT AVAILABLE PK TSCA 
INCINERATOR C ORGANIC RECOVERY 

or COMBUSTION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

C 

MLLW 

l’SCA 
INCINERATOR 

FM-W033 SPENT METHYLENE 
CHLORIDE 

15 0.2 95 0.1 NOT AVAILABLE PK ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

F002 

D001A*’ 
D002A+’ 

LIQUID MIXED 
JASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

c 

MLLW 

FM-WO35 LABORATORY ACIDS 
(NITRIC ACID AND 
CYCLOHEXANE) 

519 8.2 885 0 . 9  PK 1) ORGANIC 
RECOVERY or 
COMBUSTION*’ 

2 )  DEACTIVATION 
W MEET IJTS*’ 

PSCA 
[NCINERATOR 

NOT AVAILABLE 

, 
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MIXED LOW LEVEL WASTE STREAMS TO BE 
TREATED BY TREATMENT TRAIN C 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

FM-W036 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

D001A* SPENT METHYLENE 
CHLORIDE 

3,260 44.4 3,252 3.2 NOT AVAILABLE ORGANIC RECOVERY 
or COMBUSTION* 

426 TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

PK 

PK 

C 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

C 

MLLW 

428 FM-W037 D001A* ACETONITRILE IN 
WATER 

0 0 Uran. c0.005 - -  
MG/L 

ORGANIC RECOVERY 
or COMBUSTION* 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

MLLW 

2 0.2 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

C 
FM-W041 DO18 HYDRAULIC OIL FROM 

BALER IN DRUM 
RECONDITIONING 

177 0.2 0 0 TREATMENT 
STANDARD 
EFFECTIVE 
09/19/96 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

MLLW 

PK 
SA 

PK 
SA 

- U235 0.62 0.82 
w t %  w t %  

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

C 
FM-W289 D001A* 

FOOl 
UNLABELED DRUM 
CONTAINING l,l,l- 
TRICHLOROETHANE 

111 0.2 0 0 - Uran. 0.5 0.6 
PPm ppm 

- U235 0.346 1.411 
ut% ut% 

ORGANIC RECOVERY 
or COMBUSTION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

MLLW 

C-115 PSTP - Appendix C 
# STP-001 Rev 1 



MIXED LOW LEVEL WASTE STREAMS TO BE 
TREATED BY TREATMENT TRAIN C 

- 

PK 
SA 

PK 
SA 

- 
PK 
SA 

PK 

204 0.2 0 0 459 I FM-W046 D001A* I PAINT 
Fool ORGANIC RECOVERY 

or COMBUSTION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

C TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

MLLW 

F002 
U235 '0.67 0.71 

w t 2  w t %  
- 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

C 
FM-W050 D001A+ 

DO08 
D009C 
DO35 
F003 
F005A 

436 0.4 0 0 USED PAINT THINNER Uran. 9.0 : --  - 
ppm 

ORGANIC RECOVERY 
or COMBUSTION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

479 

480 

485 

c3 
4 3  

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

MLLW 

U235 0.89 1.16 
w t t  w t 9  

- 

LIQUID MIXED 
MASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

FM- W3 3 3 DO18 
PO02 

USED OIL GENERATED 
DURING 
CONSTRUCTION 
PROJECTS 

1,172 1.4 0 0 ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
!TANDARDS ARE 
-ONCENTRATION 
BASED 

51 
PPm PPm 

w t  2 w t 2  

Uran. 24 

~ 2 3 5  0.69 0.84 

C I'SCA 
[NCINERATOR 

MLLW 

XCA 
: NC I NERATOR 

JQUID MIXED 
DASTE PROJECT 
[LIQUIDS ONLY) 

FM-WO51 D001A* KEROSENE 92 0.2 I 0 Jran. 0.5 - -  
PPm 

IRGANIC RECOVERY 
>r COMBUSTION* , C I 

J235 0.739 0.801 
w t %  w t %  

JQUID MIXED 
IASTE PROJECT 

e . .  
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MIXED LOW LEVEL WASTE STREAMS TO BE 
TREATED BY TREATMENT TRAIN C 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

FM-N4OI GASOLINE 113 0.2 0 0 NOT AVAILABLE ORGANIC RECOVERY 
or COMBUSTION* 

507 

508 

533 

D001A* 
DO18 

PK 
SA 

PK 
SA 

PK 
SA 

LIQUID MIXED WASTE PROJECT 1 MLLW 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

FM-W054 DOOlA, 
DO35 

220 0.2 0 0 ORGANIC RECOVERY 
or COMBUSTION* 

Uran. 1 3 
PPm PPm 

- U235 0.55 0.65 
w t %  w t %  

PAINT THINNER TSCA C INCINERATOR 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 

FM- WO58 D001A* 
D006B 

PAINT: GREY EPOXY 130 0.2 0 0 ORGANIC RECOVERY 
or COMBUSTION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

- U235 0.70 0.87 
w t %  u t %  

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 

581 FM-W069 D001A* GREASE AND WATER 113 0.2 - Uran. 1.0 2.0 
PPm PPm 

PK . 
SA 

ORGANIC RECOVERY 
or COMBUSTION* 

0 0 

U235 - 0.62 
u t %  

1 . 0 3  
w t %  

L 1 * u l D T E D  WASTE PROJECT ,I TscAMLLW ~ 

(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

INCINERATOR 
FM-W075 DO01 

DOO8B 
D009C 

OIL - UNKNOWN 
GENERATION 

1.514 2.6 0 0 41 185 
PPm PPm 

w t %  w t %  
- U235 1.7 3.4 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

PK 
SA 

LIQUID MIXED MLLW 8\9 WASTE PROJECT 

tu PSTP - Appendix C 
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MIXED LOW LEVEL WASTE STREAMS TO BE 
TREATED BY TREATMENT TRAIN C 

. . . . . . . . . . . 

638 

658 

FM- W 07 6 USED OIL 142 0.2 0 0 Uran. 0.01 - -  

0.50 - -  

- 
w t t  , 

w t 9  

TREATMENT 
STANDARD 
EFFECTIVE 
09/19/96 

DO18 
C TSCA 

INCINERATOR 

MLLW LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

c FM- W07 8 DO18 CODED AS OIL - 
STRONG SOLVENT 
ODOR 

4 0  0 . 2  0 0 0.01 - _  
U t %  

U235 1.0 - _  
w t %  

- 

PK TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

TREATMENT 
STANDARD 
EFFECTIVE 
09/19/96 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

MLLW 

777 D001A* 
DO088 
Fool 
F002 

268 0.4 533 0.5 Uran. 2.0 5.0 
PPm PPm 

-. U235 1.07 
w t t  

_ _  

PK 
SA 

ORGANIC RECOVERY 
or COMBUSTION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

MLLW 

USED AGITENE 
C 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE (LIQUIDS PROJECT ONLY) 

C 
FM-N402 D001A* 

DO086 
CONTAMINATED OIL 473 0.6 Uran. 378 1,030 

PPm ppm 
TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

ORGANIC RECOVERY 
or COMBUST1 ON * 
REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

0 0 PK 
SA 

0.75 
w t t  

0.91 
w t %  

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

PSTP - Appendix C e\3 
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MIXED LOW LEVEL WASTE STREAMS TO BE 
TREATED BY TREATMENT TRAIN C 

CONTAMINATED 
WATER, NON- I CHLORIDE 0 I 16 5, 

PPm PPI 

0.7 0.1 
w t %  W t !  

PK 
SA 

PK 
SA 

- 
?K 
:A 

- 
K 
4 

, 

1411 

- 
1412 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 

ORGANIC RECOVERY 
INCINERATOR or COMBUSTION* 

D001A* 
DO05 
DO07 
DOO8B 
D009C 
DO10 
DO11 
DO19 
F002 
F003 

CONTAMINATED 
SOLVENT FROM PAINT 
snap 

217 0.; FM-N3 6 3 

FM-W105 

0 0 NOT AVAILABLE 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

MLLW 

TSCA . 
INCINERATOR C 

~ 

D001A* 
DOO6B 
D008B 
FOOl 
F002 

USED SOLVENT: 
l,l, 1- 
TRICHLOROETHANE 

'188 0.2 I 0 ORGANIC RECOVERY 
or COMBUSTION+ 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 

ORGANIC RECOVERY 
or COMBUSTION* INCINERATOR 

1001A* 
10088 

)IL AND FUEL FROM 
XRAGE AREA 

355 0.4 ) 0 16 
PPm PPm 

1235 0.25 0.69 
w t %  W t %  

- 6  

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
rREATMENT 
jTANDARDS ARE 
:ONCENTRATION 
3ASED 3 

c-119 

L M a a a  
LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) .- 

w 
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MIXED LOW LEVEL WASTE STREAMS TO BE 
TREATED BY TREATMENT TRAIN C 

. . . . . . . 

FM-N380 DOOBB 
D009Eh 
DO39 
DO40 
FOOl 
F002 
FO03 
F005A 

CONTAMINATED 
INSOLUBLE OIL 

170 0. ' 0  I NOT AVAILABLE INCINERATIONh 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

PK 
SA 

- 
PK 
SA 

C TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

MLLW 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

FM-W107 D001Ah NON-CHLORIDE 
CONTAMINATED WATER 
OR SUMP LIQUOR 
(KEROSENE) 

869 1.: .o c Uran. 3.0 8.0 
ppm ppm 

u235 0.50 1.1 
w t 2 .  w t 2  

ORGANIC RECOVERY 
Or COMBUSTION* C 

LIQUID MIXED 
NASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

MLLW 

FM-W301 D001A* 
DOOBB 

NONCHLORIDE 
CONTAMINATED WATER 
OR SUMP LIQUOR 
FROM PLANT 1 DRUM 
PAINTING BOOTH 

5 6  0 . 2  0 0 PK 
SA 

DRGANIC RECOVERY 
3r COMBUSTIONh 

iEMAIN1NQ 
3STABLISHED 
PREATMENT 
jTANDARDS ARE 
:ONCENTRATION 
3ASED 

rscri 
[NC I NERATOR C 

u2)5 0.66 _ _  
w t 2  

JQUID MIXED 
W T E  PROJECT 
LIQUIDS ONLY) 

C 

MLLW 

'M-W110 '001 
'002 

RAINWATER FROM 
HASTE PIT AREA 

0 0 Ran. 0.01 - -  
w t 2 .  

PK ' 

- 

- 
STABLISHED 'REATMENT 

TANDARDS ARE 
ONCENTRATION 
ASED 

SCA 
NCINERATOR 

- -  !2)5 0.840 
w t %  

JIQUID MIXED 
DASTE PROJECT 
[LIQUIDS ONLY) 

MLLW 
'. 
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MIXED LOW LEVEL WASTE STREAMS TO BE 
TREATED BY TREATMENT TRAIN C 

- - 

1711 METALS EXTRACTS, 
DIGESTS AND 
LEACHATES 

2,017 2.4 19,068 16.8 FM-W308 D002A* 
DO080 
D009C 
DO10 
FOOl 
F002 
F005A 

DEACTIVATION AND 
MEET UT'S* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

RADIOACTIVITY 
SCREEN 

2 x 10'' 
uCi/g 

PK 
SA C TSCA 

INCINERATOR 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

C 

MLLW 

1713 FM-W309 DO40 
Fool 
F002 
F005A 

OIL FROM TCLP 
EXTRACTS 

32 0.4 169 0.2 Uran. 0.01 - -  
wt% 

vz,s 0.5 - _  

- 
wt% 

PK 
SA 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

MLLW . 

CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

FM- W119 DO18 LUBRICATING OIL 
FROM GARAGE 

2,814 3.4 6.968 7.5 ALPHA c2.2 . - -  

BETA c 5 . 1  . - -  
pCi/ml 

pCi/ml 
- 

PK 1725 

- 
1728 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

MLLW 

TREATMENT 
STANDARD 
EFFECTIVE 
09/19/96 

C 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

FM-W312 DO18 CRANKCASE OIL 4 ,499  4.8 PK . TREATMENT 
STANDARD 
EFFECTIVE 
09/19/96 

1,199 1.8 NOT AVAILABLE 
C rSCA 

INCINERATOR 

LIQUID MIXED 
'IASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

MLLW 
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MIXED LOW LEVEL WASTE STREAMS TO BE 
TREATED BY TREATMENT TRAIN C - 

D001A* 
D008B 
DO18 

..... 

. .. 

FM-W313 1729 

1815 

1949 

998 

-4 c 
c: 
J 
1 
c 

GASOLINE 1,084 1.1 NOT AVAILABLE 5,548 6.9 
C 

ORGANIC RECOVERY 
or COMBUSTION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

1 MLLW 

FM- W3 16 DO18 
D001A* 

SPENT FUELS 317 0.4 773 0.9 PK 

- 
'K 
:A 

- 
K 

ORGANIC RECOVERY 
or COMBUSTION* 

NOT AVAILABLE 
C TSCA 

INCINERATOR 

LIQUID MIXED 
tASTE (LIQUIDS PROJECT ONLY) 

C 

MLLW 

FM- N3 8 1 D001F* 
- 

DRAW TEMP 275 92 0.2 3 .  0 

. .  

)EACTIVATION* Uran. 0.01 
w t %  

7235 0.50 
w t %  

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

MLLW IIQUID MIXED 
'ASTE LIQUIDS PROJECT ONLY) 

FM- W124 IETHANOL AND 
:YCLOHEXANE 833 0.3 )001A+ 

'003 
.04 1.2 IRGANIC RECOVERY 

lr COMBUSTION* 

EMAINING 
STABLISHED 
REATMENT 
TANDARDS ARE 
ONCENTRATION 
ASED 

NOT AVAILABLE TSCA 
INCINERATOR C 

JQUID MIXED 
lASTE PROJECT. 
[LIQUIDS ONLY) 

MLLW 

al 
is2 
tr 
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- - 

2014 

2363 

2364 

. .  

. . . . . . . . 

F M - W ~  

FM-N382 

FM- N3 8 3 

FM-N403 

MIXED LOW LEVEL WASTE STREAMS TO BE 
TREATED BY TREATMENT TRAIN C 

0.4 

1.6 CAUSTIC LAB WASTE 1,517 I FROM ANALYSIS OF 
D006B SAMPLES 
DO080 
D009C 
DO18 
DO35 
DO38 I 

2.4 DO.OlC* NEUTRAL LAB WASTE 2,300 
DO060 FROM THE ANALYSIS 
DO07 OF SAMPLES 
D008B 
DO18 

I 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

NOT AVAILABLE 

215 
PPm 

3ran. 25,543 26,148 
P P ~  ppm 

1235 0.73 0.77 
W t % '  w t k  

C-123 

ORGANIC RECOVERY 
or COMBUSTION* 

PK 

PK 1) DEACTIVATION 
AND MEET UTS or SA 
ORGANIC RECOVERY 
or COMBUSTION*' 

2) DEACTIVATION 
AND MEET UTSQ 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

DEACTIVATION AND 
MEET UTS or 
ORGANIC RECOVERY 
or COMBUSTION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 

. BASED 

PK ORGANIC RECOVERY 
SA or COMBUSTION* 

C 
LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

C 

LIQUID WASTE PROJECT MIXED 

(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

C 

JQUID MIXED 
PASTE PROJECT 
[LIQUIDS ONLY) 

'C  

IQUID MIXED 
ASTE PROJECT 
LIQUIDS ONLY) 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

MLLW 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

MLLW 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

MLLW 

L 
99 
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MIXED LOW LEVEL WASTE STREAMS TO BE 
TREATED BY TREATMENT TRAIN C 

- - 

2465 

- 
2498 

- 
2556 

D001A+ CONTAMINATED 
DO07 I LIQUID 
DO088 

193 0.4 l o  C €M-N404 ORGANIC RECOVERY 
or COMBUSTION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

PK 
SA 

- 
PK 
SA 

PK 

?K , 

'K 
;A 

C TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

MLLW 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

MLLW 

U235 ' - 0.6 
ut% 

0.; 
w t !  

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

560 0.6 DOO8B I SUMP LIQUOR 
D012+ 0 0 Uran. 3.3 410 

PPm PP" 
Th 910 - -  

PPm 
- 

€M-N384 

FM-N405 

BIODEGRADATION 
or INCINERATION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

C DO39 
F002 
F003 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) ~ 

D001A+ ETHYL ACETATE 436 0 . 8  0 0 NOT AVAILABLE ORGANIC RECOVERY 
or COMBUSTION+ 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

MLLW 
LIQUID MIXED 
RASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

C 
2559 ?M-N406 D001A+ USED HEPTANE 

MIXTURE 
2ie 0 . 8  0 0 NOT AVAILABLE DRGANIC RECOVERY 

3r COMBUSTION* 
PSCA 
[NCINERATOR 

MLLW 

'SCA 
: NCI NERATOR 

0 

MLLW - 
JQUID MIXED 
iASTE PROJECT 
[LIQUIDS ONLY) 

LOO04 'M-W127 DO07 
DO18 
DO19 
DO21 
DO29 
9039 
3040 
Fool 

CONTAMINATED 
SOLVENT 

3,479 4.4 oran. 45.5 141.5 
P P ~  ppm 

ut% ut% 
a 0.35 0.41 

3STABLISHED 
PREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
:ONCENTRATION 
3ASED 

C 

a 
A JQUID MIXED 

'ASTE PROJECT 
LIQUIDS ONLY) 

N 
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MIXED LOW LEVEL WASTE STREAMS TO BE 
TREATED BY TREATMENT TRAIN C 

CONTAMINATED OIL . 
INSOLUBLE 

FM-W129 DOOBB 
D009E 
DO39 
Fool 

122 0.2 Uran. 135.5 164.7 
PPm PP" 

0 ESTABLISHED. 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

C 

LIQUID MIXED 1 MLLW 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

10027 FM- W14 6 DO39 
DO40 
Fool 

CONTAMINATED OIL, 
INSOLUQLE 

- 
PK 
SA 

2,502 2. 0 Uran. 21.3 41. 0 
ppm ppi 

0.23 0.21 
w t %  W t !  

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

C 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 

FM-W14B DO06 
DO07 
DO088 
DO19 
DO29 
DO40 
FOOl 

1,387 1.( 10029 

10030 

0 0 Uran. 40.4 59.; 
ppm ppn 

u235 0.76 0.93 
w t ' b  w t l  

USED OIL 
ESTABLISHED PK TREATMENT 

SA 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

LIQUID NASTE PROJECT MIXED 

PM-Wl49 D001A* 
F003 

- 
roo1 

:ONTAMINATED 
;OLVENT (METHANOL) 

12 0.6 0 0 PK ORGANIC RECOVERY 
or COMBUSTION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 

NOT AVAILABLE 
C TSCA 

INCINERATOR 

STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

IIQUID MIXED 
'ASTE PROJECT MLLW 
LIQUIDS ONLY) I NOT AVAILABLE 3 ONTAMINATED OIL, 

NSOLUBLE 
0032 FM-W151 

a a 
bQ 
Ed 
gr 

03 0.4 ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

C 

MLLW LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

R3 

as 
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MIXED LOW LEVEL WASTE STREAMS TO BE 
TREATED BY TREATMENT TRAIN C 

- - 

10034 

- 
10035 

- 
20003 

20021 

. . . .  

FM-W152 

. ..... 

DOOlA 
DO18 
uo19 

BENZENE 
(LABPACKED) 

NOT AVAILABLE INCINERATION 

(ORGANIC LAB 
PACKS ) 

C TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

C 

MLLW 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

FM-W153 DO19 
u211 

CARBON 
TETRACHLORIDE 
(LABPACKED) 

NOT AVAILABLE INCINERATION 

(ORGANIC LAB 
PACKS ) 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

C 

MLLW 

FM-W154 DEGREASING SOLVENT 
FROM NATIONAL 
ELECTRIC COIL 

D001A* 
DO19 
DO22 
DO28 
DO29 
DO35 
DO39 
DO40 
Fool 
F003 
F005A 

ORGANIC RECOVERY 
Or COMBUSTION* 

REMAINING 

TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

ESTABLISHED 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

u235 0.998 
w t t  

JQUID PASTE PROJECT MIXED 

[LIQUIDS ONLY) 

C 

MLLW 

FM-W158 DO19 
DO29 
DO39 
DO40 
FOOl 

CONTAMINATED 
INSOLUBLE OIL FROM 
DRUM BALER 

 ran. 4a..7 134.9 
PPm PPm 

J235 0.48 0.56 
w t %  w t %  

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

MLLW 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

JQUID MIXED 
'ASTE PROJECT 
LIQUIDS ONLY) 

C 
FM-W161 DO39 

DO40 
Fool 

INSOLUBLE QUENCH 
OIL USED IN PILOT 
PLANT CASTING 
OPERATION 

Iran. 107 260 
ppm ppm 

1235 0.27 0.33 
w t %  w t %  

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

I 

rSCA 
[NCINERATOR 

p. 
IQUID MIXED 
ASTE PROJECT 
LIQUIDS ONLY) 

MLLW 

4 
R3 
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MIXED LOW LEVEL WASTE STREAMS TO BE 
TREATED BY TREATMENT TRAIN C 

- 

PK 
SA 

PK 
SA 

PK 
SA 

- 
PK 
SA 

20031 FM-W162 

20038 FM-W167 

20054 FM-W172 

20055 FM-W173 

D008B 
DO18 
DO28 
DO29 
DO39 
DO40 
F002 

a CONTAMINATED OIL, 1,263 1.8 0 
INSOLUBLE GEAR 
OIL, LUBRICATING 
OIL FROM PLANT 1 

Uran. 391 575 
P P ~  ppn 

u t %  w t %  
U235 ..1.53 2.71 - 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

I C TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

C 

MLLW 

DO068 
DO088 
DO18 
DO19 
DO28 
DO29 
DO39 
DO40 
F002 
FOOSA 

- Uran. 41 113 
P P ~  ppm 

0.76 0.90 
w t %  u t 2  

0.4 0 0 CONTAMINATED OIL - 288 
INSOLUBLE FROM 
PILOT PLANT 
PROCESSING 
EQUIPMENT 

0.4 0 0 CONTAMINATED OIL - 288 
INSOLUBLE FROM 
PILOT PLANT 
PROCESSING 
EQUIPMENT 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

MLLW 

Uran. 530 1,430 
P P ~  ppm 

u235 0.37 0.42 
w t %  u t %  

DO19 
DO22 
DO28 
DO29 
DO39 - 
FOOl 
F005A 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 

171 0.2 0 0 CONTAMINATED 
SOLVENT - 
TRICHLOR, 
PERCHLOR, ETC . 
FROM PLANT S 
CASTING AREA 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

MLLW 

C 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

DO29 
DO39 
F002 

CONTAMINATED OIL - 196 0.2 0 0 INSOLUBLE FROM 
PROCESSING 
EQUIPMENT AT THE 
PILOT PLANT 

BSTABLISHED 

.ONCENTRATION 

PREATMENT 
ZTANDARDS ARE 

3ASED 

KCA ' 

[NCINERATOR 

Uran. 0 . 5 0  - _  
ut% C 

E 0.950 
w t t  

- -  

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) , 

MLLW 

v 
ns 

w 
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# STP-001 Rev 1 C-127 



MIXED LOW LEVEL WASTE STREAMS TO BE 
TREATED BY TREATMENT TRAIN C 

. . . . . . . . 

FM-W191 CONTAMINATED 
SOLVENT FROM 
MAINTENANCE 

2,544 3.4 30033 0 C - Uran. 1,061 2,052 
P P ~  ppm 

u235 '0.99 1.28 
w t %  u t %  

ORGANIC RECOVERY 
or COMBUSTION+ 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

D001A+ 
DO39 
F003 
F005A 

PK 
SA C TSCA . 

INCINERATOR 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY1 

C 

MLLW 

FM-W192 DO18 
Fool 

OIL CONTAMINATED 
WITH SOLVENTS 
(FROM TANK #5) 

12,466 17.0 0 0 ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

30034 

50022 

- 
50072 

I 

I 
1 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

MLLW 

- Uran. 74 
ppm 

- U235 0.45 
w t %  

PK 
SA 

PK 
SA 

PK 
SA 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

C 
FM- W2 18 D001A+ 

F003 
CONTAMINATED WATER 
OR SUMP LIQUOR, 
NON-CHLORIDE FROM 
PLANT 1 SAMPLING 
AREA 

11 0.2 0 0 Uran. 325 329 
P P ~  ppm 

E 0.91 0.92 
w t k  w t 5  

rSCA 
INCINERATOR 

ORGANIC RECOVERY 
or COMBUSTION+ 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

AIQUID MIXED 
lASTE PROJECT 
[LIQUIDS ONLY) 

c 

MLLW 

FM-W227 

I 

D001A+ 
DO08 
DO19 
DO39 
DO40 
F002 
F003 
P005A 

CONTAMINATED SUMP 
WATER AND 
HYDRAULIC OIL FROM 
DRUM BALER IN 
PLANT 1 DRUM 
RECONDITIONING 
RREA 

671 0.6 Uran. 3,128 8,978 
P P ~  ppm 

0.55 0.62 
w t %  w t %  

rSCA 
[NCINERATOR 

3 0 3RGANIC RECOVERY 
3 1  COMBUSTION* 

iEMAINING 
ZSTABLISHED 
PREATMENT 
3TANDARDS ARE 
:ONCENTRAT I ON 
3ASED 

. P 'I  - MLLW JQUID MIXED 
IASTE PROJECT . 
:LIQUIDS ONLY) 

8\3 

6\3 
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MIXED LOW LEVEL WASTE STREAMS TO BE 
TREATED BY TREATMENT TRAIN C 

..... . 

.... . 

FM-W233 

. . . . . . . 

DO07 

- ... . 

SA 

PK 
SA 

CONTAMINATED 
INSOLUBLE OIL FROM 
PLANT 9 GENERAL 

50095 168 0.2 Uran. 1,856 3,95! 
P P ~  ,ppn 

U235 ' 0 . 8 8  -. 
w t 9  

- 
0 0 ESTABLISHED 

TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

C TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

C 

MLLW 

D001A* 
DO07 
F003 

CONTAMINATED 
SOLVENTS FROM 
WATER TREATMENT 

153 0.2 50096 

- 
60039 

50042 

I 
I 

1 
! 

. [  
I 

Uran. 20 4c  
PPm ppn 

ORGANIC RECOVERY 
or COMBUSTION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 

0 0 
TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

MLLW 

U235 - 0 . 8 0  
w t 9  

0.81 
w t %  

STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

C 
DOOlAs 
DO18 123 0.4 0 0 Uran. 4.0 9.0 

P P ~  ppm 

vz,S 0.43 0.44 
w t %  w t %  

CONTAMINATED 
90LVENTS ORG~NIC or COMBUSTION* RECOVERY, TSCA 

INCINERATOR 
PK 
SA 

- 
'K . 
iA 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

MLLW 

FM-N400 D001A* 
D006B 
30088 
1009C 
I019 
PO02 

.82 0.2 IONTAMINATED 
iOLVENTS JRGANIC RECOVERY 

lr COMBUSTION* 

tEMAINING 
ZSTABLISHED 
rREATMENT 
;TANDARDS ARE 
:ONCENTRATION 
IASED 

3 0 
PSCA 
[ NC I NERATOR C 

MLL !! ', JQUID MIXED 
PASTE PROJECT 
[LIQUIDS ONLY) 

1 
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MIXED LOW LEVEL WASTE STREAMS TO BE 
TREATED BY TREATMENT TRAIN C 

FM-N385 
4.1 I LEADED GASOLINE I 2,374 

D008B FROM TANK #12 
DO18 

60055 
0 0 Vran. 0.01 -. 

u235 ' 0 . 5  -. 
wt% 

wt% 

ORGANIC RECOVERY 
or COMBUSTION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION BASED 

C TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

C 

MLLW 
6 0 0 5 6  FM-N351 D001At 

DO07 
DOOBB 
D009C 
DO39 
PO02 

USED CHLORINATED 
SOLVENT MIXTURE 

4,591.3 4 .C  
. -  

0 0 
rSCA 
INCINERATOR 

ORGANIC RECOVERY 
Or COMBUSTION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
PREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
YONCENTRATION 
3ASED 

LIQUID MIXED 
NASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

C. 

MLLW 
'M-N352 JSED l,l,l- 

lRICHLOROETHANE 
IIX 

181 0 . 6  
60059 

I 0 )RGANIC RECOVERY 
)r COMBUSTION* 

lEMAINING 
STABLISHED 
'REATMENT 
;TANDARDS ARE 
'ONCENTRATION 
ASED 

'SCA 
NC I NERATOR 

MLLW 
JIQUID MIXED 
lASTE PROJECT 
LIQUIDS ONLY) 

C-130 PSTP - Appendix C 
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MIXED LOW LEVEL WASTE STREAMS TO BE 
TREATED BY TREATMENT TRAIN C 

- - 

60062 

60065 

- 
60067 

- 
50068 

4 
€ 
c 

. . . . . . . . . . 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

FM-N353 CONTAMINATED 
D008B I INSOLUBLE OIL 
D009C 
F002 

1,152.3 1.6 0 a Uran. - -  - 32 
PPm 

U235 '0.77 - -  
wt5 

- 
ORGANIC RECOVERY 
or COMBUSTION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR C 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

C 

MLLW 

FM-N409 183 0.2 Uran 116,000 473,000 
PPm Ppm 

0.72 0.73 
wt5 wt5 

ORGANIC RECOVERY 
or COMBUSTION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

0 0 TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

MLLW 

FM-N354 154.8 0.2 0 0 DO088 USED OIL WITH 
F002 1.1.1- 

TRICHLOROETHANE 

D008B CONTAMINATED 
PO01 INSOLUBLE OIL FROM 

PLANT 5 OIL 
STORAGE AREA 

ESTABLISHED 
PREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
ZONCENTRATION 
3ASED 

rSCA 
INCINERATOR C 

XQUID MIXED 
VASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

C 

MLLW 

FM-W277 097 0 '. 6 1 0 Iran. 16 20 
PPm PPm 

& 0.46 0.65 
w t %  wt5 

3STABLISHED 
rREATMENT 
jTANDARDS ARE 
:ONCENTRATION 
SASED 

LSCA 
[NCINERATOR 

8IQUID MIXED 
IASTE PROJECT 
LIQUIDS ONLY) MLLYk 

PSTP - Appendix C td 
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MIXED LOW LEVEL WASTE STREAMS TO BE 
TREATED BY TREATMENT TRAIN C 

. . . . . . . . 

DOO8B 
Fool 

CONTAMINATED, 
INSOLUBLE OIL FROM 
METAL REDUCTION 
AREA 

1,883 2.6 60069 FM-W278 0 0 - Uran . 38 74 SA 
PPm PPm . .  

u235 ' 0.4 0.5 
Wt% wt% 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 1 MLLW -I- 60070 FM-N410 

I 
D001A+ 
DO18 
DO39 

8,962 12.0 0 0 CONTAMINATED 
INSOLUBLE OIL 

29 PK 
PPm PPm SA 

0.6 
wt% w t %  

16 Uran . 
u235 0 . 5  

ORGANIC RECOVERY 
Or COMBUSTION+ C TSCA 

INCINERATOR 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 

DO088 
F002 

SOLVENT 
CONTAMINATED WASTE 
OIL 

582.5 0 . 8  0 0 ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

60072 FM-N355 

60073 FM-N411 

C TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

MLLW LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

D006B CONTAMINATED 
INSOLUBLE OIL 

97 0.2 0 0 
C ESTABLISHED 

TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

u235 0.30 0.34 
wt% wt% 

MLLW LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

PSTP - Appendix C 
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MIXED LOW LEVEL WASTE STREAMS TO BE 
TREATED BY TREATMENT TRAIN C 

USED OIL AND 
SOLVENTS FROM 
GARAGE 

60078 8,262 10.4 FM-N412 D001A* 
D006B 
D008C 
F002 
F005A 

0 0 ORGANIC RECOVERY 
Or COMBUSTION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

PK 
SA C TSCA 

INCINERATOR 

MLLW 

E 0.63 0.97 
wt% wt% 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE (LIQUIDS PROJECT ONLY) 

C 
FM-N356 D001A* 

D008B 
DO19 
FOO2 

0 0 PK 
SA 

60083 

- 
60085 

ORGANIC RECOVERY 
Or COMBUSTION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

CONTAMINATED 
INSOLUBLE OIL FROM 
BOILER PLANT 

674.7. 0.8 TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

MLLW 

Uran. 7 
ppm 

- U235 0.79 
w t ’ b  

LIQUID MIXED 
4ASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

FM: N3 57 D001A* 
DO05 
DO068 
DO07 
DOOBB 
D O 1 0  
F002 

7,785.2 10.6 WASTE OIL FROM 
PLANT 8 
MAINTENANCE 

D 0 DRGANIC RECOVERY 
3r COMBUSTION* 

PSCA 
INCINERATOR 

MLLW 

PK 
SA C 

0.79 
wtk 

- -  REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
rREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
30NCENTRATION 
3ASED 

JQUID MIXED 
lASTE PROJECT 
,LIQUIDS ONLY) 

PSTP - Appendix C w 
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60087 I FM-N358 

60331 

- - 

FM-W2 8 3 

D001A* 
D008B 
DO39 
F002 

D0018* 
DO18 

USED OIL nITn 
SOLVENTS 

WATER/DIESEL FUEL 
FROM UST #9 

MIXED LOW LEVEL WASTE STREAMS TO BE 
TREATED BY TREATMENT TRAIN C 

1,984.4 2.4 

3,941 4.2 

0 0 

0 0 

Uran. 1,659 - -  
eem 
0.44 - _  
wt9 

U235 0.59 0.99 
wta . wtt 

- 

' C-134 

ORGANIC RECOVERY 
or COMBUSTION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 

BASED 
CONCENTRATION 

DEACTIVATION 
AND MEET UTS or 
ORGANIC RECOVERY 
or COMBUSTION* 

C 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

C 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

MLLW 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

MLLW 

w PSTP - Appendix C 
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TREATMENT TRAIN 

Reduction 

Simple + Stabilization Test in g 
Segregation (< 60 mm) 

+ 
Shredding and - 
I- 

Mixed Waste 
Disposal 

(c TSC-Listed) 

LLW Disposal 
(C TSC D004-DO43) 

Y 

-I) 

a 
€3 a 
@ 
42 &s MIXED WASTE PROJECT NAME 

Stabilization Project 

Screentng 

C-135 

V! F' 

w 
e\3 

PSTP . Appendix C 
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MIXED LOW LEVEL WASTE STREAMS TO BE 
TREATED BY TREATMENT TRAIN D 

- - 

517 

538 

- 
700 

. . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . .  

DO07 
DOO8B 

- - 

PK 
SA 

SA 

0 OIL DRY 
CONTAMINATED WITH 
OIL FROM BALER 

460 0.6 FM-W056 ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

0 Uran. 6,269 17,524 
ppm ppm 

- U235 0.6i9 0.711 
w t %  w t 9  

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

STABILIZATION 
PROJECT 

LLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

FM-W059 D006B 
DO07 
D008B 

SOIL BORING #1508 
FROM FIRE TRAINING 
GROUNDS 

2,754 1.8 D ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

Uran. 16.4 19.0 
PCug pCi/g I STABILIZATION 

PROJECT 

LLW 

OHIO MOBILE . 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

FM-WOE3 D003D MAGNESIUM FLAKE 
AND OILY RAGS DEACTIVATION* D 

STABILIZATION 
PROJECT 

'75 0.2 PK 

PK 
SA 

?K 
:A 

LLW 

IHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

FM-N392 DO04 
DO07 
DOO8B 
DO10 
DO11 

BROWN PARTICULATE 
SOLID (DIRT & 
RUBBLE) 

100 0.4 D 0 0 Uran. 75 8 8  
PPm PPm 

- U235 0.717 0.735 
w t %  w t 2  

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED ~TABILIzATIoN 

PROJECT 

LLW 
FM-WO9O D008B PAINT CHIPS FROM 

SAND FILTERS AT 
WATER PLANT 

531 1.8 ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION . 
BASED 

D 
ITABILIZATION 
'ROJECT 

LLW 

E\3 
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MIXED LOW LEVEL WASTE STREAMS TO BE 
TREATED BY TREATMENT TRAIN D 

DOOBB .I NON-OILY CLEANOUT SLUDGES FROM PLAN1 
8 

7,735 
ppm ppm 

0.751 
w t %  ' W t %  

Uran. 6,066 

u235 0.653 

ESTABLISHED 

STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

PK 
SA TREATMENT 

SA ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

SA ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED ' 

D 
STABILIZATION 
PROJECT 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

1714 FM- W3 10 VOLATILE SOLID 
WASTE FROM TCT-ST. 
LOUIS 

LLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM , 

_Uran. 0.01 - -  

u235 0.55 - -  
w t %  

w t 5  

D 
STABILIZATION 
PROJECT 

FM-W135 swp CAKE, COPPER 
CONTAMINATED 

10013 

10022 

20015 

LLW 

DHIO MOBILE 

SYSTEM 
STABILIZATION 

Uran. 96.8 144.9 
ppm ppm 

w t %  w t %  
u2)5 0.58 0.67 

D 
STABILIZATION 
PROJECT 

FM-W141 DO088 
- 

GRIT BLAST 
LLW 

)HI0 [TABILIZATION MOBILE 

bYSTEM 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

D 
STABILIZATION 
PROJECT 

1 DO07 SCRAP SALTS, LOW 
FLUORIDE AND FLOOR 
SWEEPINGS FROM 
PLANT 6 NU-SALT 
FURNACE AREA 

FM-N396 I & 20,300 55,300 
PPm PPm 

ESTABLISHED 

STANDARDS ARE 
0.40 CONCENTRATION 

'K 
A TREATMENT 

1235 0.31 
w t %  w t %  1 BASED 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

': 

D 
;TAB ILI ZATION 
'ROJECT 

I LLW 

PSTP - Appendix C 
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MIXED LOW LEVEL WASTE STREAMS TO BE 
TREATED BY TREATMENT TRAIN D 

. . .  . .  . 

FM-W159 1,014 1.8 0 0 Uran. 12.9 28.6 
PPm PPm 

- U235 0:69 0.74 
w t %  W t %  

20024 

20027 

I D  ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 

DO07 HIGH FLUORIDE 
DOO8B SCRAP SALTS AND 

FLOOR SWEEPINGS 

- 

OHIO MOBILE 
SYSTEM STABILIZATION 

PK 
SA 

PROJECT BASED 

LLW 
FM- W16 0 245 0.6 0 0 Uran. 58.2 - -  

PPm 

1.64 _ _  
w t z  

PK 
SA 

DO04 DUST COLLECTOR 
DO11 RESIDUES - HIGH 

FLUORIDE FROM 
ANALYTICAL LAB 

DOO8B PROCESS RESIDUES 
AND WASTE SLURRIES 

DO07 DUST COLLECTOR 
RESIDUES, HIGH . 
FLUORIDE FROM 
PILOT PLANT 

D .  ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CoNCENTRAT1oN 
BASED STABILIZATION 

PROJECT 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

LLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
SYSTEM STABILIZATION 

FM-W163 70 0.2 0 0 Uran. 6.12 12.14 
PPm PPm 

0.74 0 . 7 8  
w t %  w t %  

PK 
SA 

20033 

20035 

20047 

D ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CoNCENTRAT1oN 
BASED STABILIZATION 

PROJECT 

LLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

FM-W164 559 0.8 0 0 Uran. 67,000 195,000 
ppm ' PPm 
0.46 1.23 

w t k  w t %  

PK 
SA I D  ESTABLISHED 

TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CoNCENTRAT1oN STABILIZATION BASED PROJECT I LLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

FM- W17 0 SCRAP SALTS AND 

LOW FLUORIDE FROM 
PLANT 6 ROLLING 

DOOBB FLOOR SWEEPINGS - I AREA 0 0 &%! 293.500 1.00o.ooo 
ppm PPm 

PK 
SA 

230 0.4 ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CoNCENTRAT1oN 
BASED STABILIZATION 

PROJECT 

0 . 5 9  
w t %  

0 . 9 7  
w t %  

F PSTP - Appendix C 
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MIXED LOW LEVEL WASTE STREAMS TO BE 
TREATED BY TREATMENT TRAIN D 

DO068 
DOO8B 

DUST COLLECTOR 

FLUORIDE 
RESIDUES. - HIGH 3 0.2 0 0 Uran. 18,200 22,800 

PPm ppm 

- U235 . 0:74 ' 0.76 
w t %  w t b  

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

PK 
SA 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

D 
STABILIZATION 
PROJECT 

I LLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

D 
STABILIZATION PROJECT 

LLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
SYSTEM STABILIZATION . D 

STABILIZATION 
PROJECT 

LLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

D 
STABILIZATION 
PROJECT 

LLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION SYSTEM D 

STABILIZATION 
PROJECT , 

LLW 

17.3 0.2 0 0 Uran. 29.5 
w t z  

. -  SA ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

DUST COLLECTOR 
BAGS 

DO07 

DO04 
DO05 

- U235 1.39 
w t 2  

CONTAMINATED SOIL, 
ROCKS, SAND FROM 
PLANT 213 NORTH 
SIDE DIGESTOR AREA 

2,867 1.8 0 0 39,000 76,000 
ppm P W  

PK 
SA 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

U235 - 1.17 
w t 2  

1.27 
w t 2  

D006B 
D008B 

DUST COLLECTOR 
RESIDUES - HIGH 
FLUORIDE FROM 
PLANT 6 INSPECTION 
AREA 

551 1.0 0 0 Uran. - 356,000 
ppm 

634,000 
PPm 

SA ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

- U235 0.64 0.81 
w t 2  w t 2  

DO05 WET SUMP OR FILTER 
CAKE NON-OILY, 
NON-HALIDE FROM 
PILOT PLANT 

24 6 0.4 0 0 323,000 335,000 
PPm ppm 

- U235 0.58 0 . 6 0  
w t %  w t 2  

SA ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

I 
1 0.2 0 0 PK DOOlE UNFIRED REDUCTION 

CHARGES PLUS. CAF2 OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZAT.I& SYSTEM D I NOT AVAILRBLE DEACTIVATION* 

STABILIZATION 
PROJECT 

w 
# STP-001 Rev 1 CLa 
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L 

MIXED LOW LEVEL WASTE STREAMS TO BE 
TREATED BY TREATMENT TRAIN D - 

SA NOT AVAILABLE ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

40152 

40192 

- 
50058 

50063 

50089 

50090 

c e 
2 

@J 
t9 
G3 

FM-W210 DO05 OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

. D  
STABILIZATION 
PROJECT LLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

I 
~ ~~ 

FM-W345 D008B 

FM-W222 DO07 

FM-W224 DO04 
DOO8B 

FM-N361 DOOlE 
D003D* 

FM-N419 DOOlE 
D003D* 

NOT AVAILABLE PK 
SA D 

STABILIZATION 
PROJECT 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

LLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

LLW 

I l2 DUST COLLECTOR 
BAGS 

0 - Uran. 83  228 
ppm PPm 

PK 
SA D ESTABLISHED 

TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

0.81 
wt% 

1.62 
wt% STABILIZATION 

PROJECT 

D - Uran. 428,000 475,000 
PPm PPm 

SA ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

ROASTED MGF2 AND 2,349 1.4 0 0 
OTHER MATERIAL 
FROM PLANT 8 
ROTARY KILN U235 - 0.93 

wt% 
0.94 
wt% STABILIZATION 

PROJECT 

LLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
STAB1 LI ZATION 
SYSTEM 

Uran. 1 0 . 0  _ _  - 
wt% 

U235 1.10 - -  - 
wt% 

PK 
SA 

DEACTIVATION* D CONTAMINATED 0.7 
MAGNESIUM , 

STABILIZATION 
PROJECT 

LLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

PK 
SA D CONTAMINATED 964 2.2 0 0 

MAGNESIUM 
Uran. 58.10 

wt% 
DEACTIVATION* 

0.2 
wt% STABILIZATION 

PROJECT 

LLW 

w 
PSTP - Appendix C is 
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MIXED LOW LEVEL WASTE STREAMS TO BE 
TREATED BY TREATMENT TRAIN D 

- 

SA FM- W 2 3 8 DO068 
DOO8B 

PROCESS RESIDUES, 
TRAILER CAKES, 

54 0.4 0 0 I Uran. 82,000 118,OO 
PPm PPm 

50102 

50148 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

D 
STABILIZATION 
PROJECT 

LLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

D 
STABILIZATION 
PROJECT 

LLW 

'0.73 ' 0.74 
w t %  w t t  I w  ' .' 

ROLLING AREA 

FM-W242 DO04 SCRAP U308, HIGH 
FLUORIDE, FROM 
CRUCIBLE BURNOUT 
IN PLANT 5 CASTING 
AREA 

109,938 
109.2 

SA 0 Uran. 740,000 790,000 
PPm PPm 

0.66 
w t %  w t %  

0 

- U235 . 0.43 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

I .  
DO07 ROASTED SUMP AND 

FILTER CAKE FROM 
PLANT 8 ROTARY 
KILN 

14,944 11.4 SA ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 

0 1 475,775 561,266 0 
PPm PPm 

50165 

50169 

50173 

D OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION I SYSTEM 

0 .90  0 . 9 5  
w t ' b  w t b  I STABILIZATION 

PROJECT 

DO07 NON-OILY CLEAN-OUT 
SLUDGE FOR 
ROASTING FROM 
PLANT 9 CASTING 

202 0.2 SA ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

D 0 0 160,000 336,000 
PPm PPm 

- U235 1.03 1.04 
w t %  w t %  

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

STABILIZATION 
PROJECT 

FM-W248 DO07 SALT SLUDGE, 
CHLORIDE FROM 
PLANT 6 SALT-OIL 
FURNACE 

4,799 3.2 ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

0 I Uran. 149,000 287,000 0 
P P ~  . ppm 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM U235 0.2 - _  - 

w t %  I STABILIZATION PROJECT 

I LLW 

P PSTP - Appendix C 
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c a 

FM-W249 

MIXED LOW LEVEL WASTE STREAMS TO BE 
TREATED BY TREATMENT TRAIN D 

- 

50174 

50180 

SALT SLUDGE, 
CHLORIDE FROM 
PLANT 6 NU SALT 
FURNACE 

9,099 10.2 0 ( Uran. 36,000 69,000 
PPm , PPm 

DO07 ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

D 
STABILIZATION 
PROJECT 

LLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

D 
STABILIZATION 
PROJECT 

U235 ' - 0.47 0.54 
ut9  wtk 

FM-W252 DO07 
DOO8B 
DOlO 

10,942 7.6 0 C Uran. 2,430 6,230 
ppm PPm 

ppm PPm 

- 
- U235 0 .'36 0 . 4 5  

SA 

- 
SA 

FURNACE SALT, NON- 
CHLORIDE FROM 
PLANT 6 MACHINING 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

FM- W25 9 
~ 

DO04 3,560 4.8 0 0 ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

50293 

60107 

U308 FOR RE- 
OXIDATION FROM UNC 
INC. 

80 82 
PPm PPm 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

D- 
STABILIZATION 
PROJECT 

LLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION SYSTEM D 

STABILIZATION 
PROJECT LLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

D 
STABILIZATION 
PROJECT 

LLW 

- U235 1.25 
wt9 

FM-N416 DO088 ASBESTOS ABATEMENT 
DEBRIS 

30 0.2 0 0 NOT AVAILABLE PK ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

FM-W344 DOlO STEEL SHOT FROM 
PLANT 1 DRUM 
RECONDITIONING 
WHEELABRATOR SHOT 
BLAST UNIT 

0 0 60140 

50450 

c c 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

4,088 3.2 858 2,025 
ppm ppm 

- U235 0.59 0.67 
w t 9  wt9 

PK' . 
SA 

?K DO07 62 0.200 0 0 NOT AVAILABLE 3STABLISHED 
PREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
IONCENTRATION 
3ASED 

FM-N4 14 HETAL OXIDE - 
POWDERS, PLASMA. 
SPRAY POWDERS 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

STABILIZATION 
LLW PROJECT 

PSTP - Appendix C te 
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TREATMENT TRAIN 

__I) 

. .  

Mixed Waste 
Disposal Liquid Bulking/ incineration Stabilization Testing --I) Testing (D001, Listed) _1) (c 60 mm) Aggregation 

Simple 
Segregatlon El -  

MIXED WASTE PROJECT NAME 
Liquid Mixed Waste Project 

Stabilization Project 

(e TSC-Listed) 

Mixed Waste 
Disposal 

__l) (c  TSC-Listed) 

Testing Debris Bulking 

C - I 4 3  

+ (> 60 mm) 

4s 
PSTP - Appendix C ,.-, 
11 STP-001 Rev 1 

LLW Disposal * (< TSC 0004-0043) 
, .  



MIXED LOW LEVEL WASTE STREAMS TO BE 
TREATED BY TREATMENT TRAIN E 

- - 

PK 
SA 

PK 
SA 

- 
FM-W101 

..... 
D001C* 
D008B 
DO18 
DO19 
DO39 
DO40 
F002 
F003 

CONTAMINATED SUMP 
WATER 

6,019 6.6 1229 

1306 

15,280 13.4 Uran. 577 
PPm 

- U235 1.1 
w t %  

- DEACTIVATION 
AND MEET UTS or 
ORGANIC 
RECOVERY or 
COMBUST1 ON 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

ORGANIC 
RECOVERY or 
COMBUSTION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

E 
WASTE LIQUID PROJECT MIXED 

(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

STABILIZATION 
PROJECT 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

LIQUIDS-MLLW 
SOLIDS-LLW 

FM-N418 DOOlAt 
D008B 

SPILL CLEANUP FROM 
K-65 AREA 

195 0.2 - 2  Uran. 3 
PPm PPm 

u235 0 . 8  0.9 
w t %  wt% 

E 
0 0 TSCA 

INCINERATOR 

OHIO MOBILE 

SYSTEM 
STABILIZATION LIQUID MIXED 

WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

STABILIZATION 
PROJECT LIQUIDS-MLLW 

SOLIDS-LLW 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

1363 FM-N363 DO05 
DO068 
DO07 
DOOBB 
D009C 

OILY SLUDGES FROM 
THE WWTS AREA 

556 0.4 0 0 PK 
SA E ESTABLISHED 

TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

Uran. 37,274 42,055 
PPm PPm 

0.37 0.51 
wtZ Ut% LIQUID MIXED 

WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

STAB I LI ZATION 
PROJECT LIQUIDS-MLLW 

SOLIDS-LLW 

PSCA 
INCINERATOR 

IHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

FM-W1O8 DO18 SPILL CLEAN-UPS OF 
OIL AND GAS 

2,632 6.6 13,191 8.9 'K 

- 

PREATMENT 
STANDARD 
3FFECTIVE 
19/19/96 

NOT AVAILABLE 
E 

LIQUID MIXED 
VASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

STAB I L I ZATI ON 
'ROJECT JQUIDS-MLLW 

;OLIDS-LLW 

!? 

ha 
PSTP - Appendix C 
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MIXED LOW LEVEL WASTE STREAMS TO BE 
TREATED BY TREATMENT TRAIN E 

- - 

20007 

20037 

. . . . . . . - 
FM-W156 

FM-W166 

- 
DOll OIL CONTAMINATED 

WET SUMP OR FILTER 
CAKE 

31.735 62.2 0 0 ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

E TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

- U235 1.11 
w t t  LIQUID MIXED 

WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

STABILIZATION PROJECT LIQUIDS-MLLW 
SOLIDS-LLW 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

DO2 9 PROCESS RESIDUES, 
TRAILER CAKES, 
WASTE SLURRIES, 
ETC. FROM PLANT 8 

362 0.6 TREATMENT 
STANDARD 
EFFECTIVE 
09/19/96 

0 0 - Uran. 77,000 139,000 
PPm ppm 

U235 0.57 0.72 
w t 2  w t b  

- 
E 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

STABILIZATION 
PROJECT LIQUIDS-MLLW 

SOLIDS-LLW 
20145 FM-W182 D002B* 

DO07 
WET sme OR FILTER 
CAKE, OIL- 
CONTAMINATED 
PRODUCED DURING 
CO-EXTRUSION 
OPERATIONS AT UNC 
CORP. 

0 0 DEACTIVATION 
AND MEET UTS* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

E 
271 0.4 Oran. 242,100 268,200 

PPm ppm 

u235 0.96 1.02 
w t t  w t k  

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

OHIO MOBILE 

SYSTEM 
STAB I L I z ATION LIQUID MIXED 

WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

STABILIZATION 
PROJECT LIQUIDS-MLLW 

SOLIDS-LLW 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

DHIO MOBILE 

SYSTEM 
STABILIZATION 

30047 
~ 

FM- Wl9 9 DO07 
DOll 

SOLVENT SLUDGE - 
TRICHLOR, PERCHLOR 
FROM ANALYTICAL 
LAB 

I6 . 0.2 1 .  0 Uran. 247,000 507,000 
ppm PPm 

W t %  w t %  
J235' 0.95 0.97 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

E 
LIQUID MIXED 
dASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

STABILIZATION ?ROJECT 
LIQUIDS-MLLW 
SOLIDS - LLW 

* 
b3 

PSTP - Appendix C c-r 
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MIXED LOW LEVEL WASTE STREAMS TO BE 
TREATED BY TREATMENT TRAIN E 

..(. 

FM-W212 
.. 
D001Ft 
DO07 
D008B 

IMPURE THORIUM 
NITRATE (SOLID) 

838 0.2 0 C DEACTIVATION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

- Th 41.4 
w t %  

PK 

SA 

SA 

E TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

STABILIZATION 
OHIO MOBILE 

SYSTEM 
LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

STABILIZATION PROJECT 
LIQUIDS-MLLW 
SOLIDS-LLW 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

50071 FM-N364 D001A* 
DO07 

SOLVENT SLUDGES 
FROM WATER 
TREATMENT PLANT 

194 0.2 Uran. 34 38 
ppm PPm 

u235 0.59 0 . 6  
W t %  w t 2  

0 0 ORGANIC 
RECOVERY or 
COMBUSTIONt 

REMAINING 

TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

ESTABLISHED 

E 
LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

STABILIZATION 
PROJECT 

LIQUIDS-MLLW 
SOLIDS-LLW 

FM-W251 DOOlAt 
DO04 
D008B 

FURNACE SALT, NON- 
CHLORIDE, FROM 
PLANT 9 ROCKWELL 
FURNACE BREAKOUT 
STATION 

834 0 . 8  0 0 50177 

io197 

<3 

Uran. 268,000 568,000 
PPm PPm 

ppm PPm 

- 
a 0.59 0.99 

IRGANIC 
ZECOVERY or 
30MBUSTIONt 

E TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

3HIO MOBILE 
3TABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

LIQUID MIXED 
QASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

CEMAINING 
ISTABLISHED 
rREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
:ONCENTRATION 
iASED 

3TABILI ZATION 
?ROJECT 

JQUIDS-MLLW 
SOLIDS - LLW 

'M-W340 DO07 

A 
SLUDGES FOR 
)LENDING FROM 
'LANT 9 N-R 
?URNACE 

207 0.4 3 0 Uran. 3,030 12,350 
PPm PPm 

7235 1.11 1.91 
w t %  w t %  

:SCA 
:NCINERATOR 

STABLISHED 
'REATMENT lTANDARDS ARE 

:ONCENTRATION 
IASED 

IHIO ITABILIZATION MOBILE 

YSTEM 
IIQUID MIXED 
IASTE PROJECT 
LIQUIDS ONLY) 

LIQUIDS-MLLW 
SOLIDS-LLW IROJECT 

w 
t9 

PSTP - Appendix C w 
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50204 FM-W258 I 
. . . . . , . 

D001A* 
DOlO 

DOOlAt 
DOlO 

MIXED LOW LEVEL WASTE STREAMS TO BE 
TREATED BY TREATMENT TRAIN E 

OILY SLUDGE FOR I 88 0.2 
OXIDATION WITH 
HIGH FREE METAL 
FROM PLANT 9 
CASTING 

OILY SLUDGE FOR 
OXIDATION WITH 
HIGH FREE METAL 
FROM LEBLOND RAPID 
BORER IN PLANT 9 
MACHINING AREA 

153 0 . 2  

0 0 

0 0 

Uran. 18.000 19,000 
PPm PPm 

u235 0.67 0.73 
wt2 wt2 

- 

Uran. 115,000 139,000 
PPm PPm 

_u235 0.79 1.10 
w t %  wt% 

C - 147 

SA 

- 
SA 

ORGANIC 
RECOVERY or 
COMBUSTION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

ORGANIC 
RECOVERY or 
COMBUSTION+ 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 

BASED 
CONCENTRATION 

E 
LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

STABILIZATION 
PROJECT 

E 
LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

STABILIZATION 
PROJECT 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

OHIO MOBILE 

SYSTEM 
STABILIZATION 

LIQUIDS-MLLW 
SOLIDS-LLW 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

OHIO MOBILE 

SYSTEM 
STABILIZATION 

LIQUIDS-MLLW 
SOLIDS-LLW 

PSTP - Appendix C c.lr 
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TREATMENT TRAIN 
F 

Mixed Waste 
Disposal 

Stabilization Test in g 
Not Requiring Size - . ._. -1 (e 60 mm) I 'I Heauction 

LLW Disposal 
TSC D004-0043) 

Clmnln 

1 S e ~ ; ~ ~ ~ ~ o n  [, . and ,y Chemical 1 
Treat men t 

Shredding 

Screening 
Liquid Bulk 

Aggregation I-'I --.... 
I Treatment 

(D002, 0004-D043) 

MIXED WASTE PROJECT NAME 

C h em i ca I Treat m en t Pro j ec t 
C-148 

* 
t9 

s\3 
PSTP - Appendix C PI 
# STP.001 Rev 1 



- - 

383 

- 
873 

- 
1773 

1999 

1443 

- 
10002 

€2 
6 

- 

FM-WOO8 

FM-N3 6 6 

FM- N4 17 

~ ~ 1 2 5  

DOll 

DOll 

DOll 

D002A* 
DO07 
D009C 
DOll 

30088 

1005 
)008B 

MIXED LOW LEVEL WASTE STREAMS TO BE 
TREATED BY TREATMENT TRAIN F 

X-RAY FIXER 61 123 0.: 
DEVELOPER, CLEAR 
LIQUID 

SPENT FIXER 612 1.2 

CONCENTRATE FIXER 98 0.4 

NESSLER REAGENT, 4 <0.1 
COD DIGESTION 
SOLUTION. ROCHELLE 
SALT 

NON-RECOVERABLE 157 1.0 
I'RASH 

XRAP SALTS. Low 6,217 4.8 
>LUORIDE FROM RMI, . 
[NC. 

NOT AVAILABLE 1 
0 0.01 

wtk 

NOT AVAILABLE I 
38 co.1 NOT AVAILABLE 

I 
I 

0 0 Uran. 1.554 3,940 
ppm ppm 

v235 0.59 0.74 
wtk Wtk 

0 0 I 26,567 40,119 
PPm ppm 

1.10 
wt% wt% I vz,s o'82 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

DEACTIVATION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

ESTABLISHED 
rREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
ZONCENTRATION 
3ASED 

ZSTABLISHED 
PREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
:ONCENTRATION 
2ASED 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

F 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT MLLn 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 

F 
CHEMICAL SYSTEM 
FREATMENT . 
PROJECT 

MLLn 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 

:HEMICAL SYSTEM 
rREATMENT 
?ROJECT MLLn 

' OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 

F 
lHEMICAL SYSTEM 
'REATMENT 
'ROJECT 

F 
HEMICAL 
REATMENT 
ROJECT 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL . 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM HEMICAL 

REATMENT 
ROJECT 

C-149 PSTP - Appendix C p1 
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MIXED LOW LEVEL WASTE STREAMS TO BE 
TREATED BY TREATMENT TRAIN F 

- - 

30080. 

- 
30081 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

FM-W206 CONTAMINATED SOIL, 
ROCKS, DEBRIS 
(CONTAINS LIQUIDS 
ONLY) 

D002A* 
DO04 
DO07 
DO088 
DO11 

DEACTIVATION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

Uran. 96,983 
PPm 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

F 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

U235 - 1.25 
w t %  

- 
SA 

MLLW 
FM-W207 D002A* DISCARD PROCESS 

RESIDUES, TRAILER 
CAKES FROM HOT 
RAFFINATE BUILDING 
IN PLANT 2/3 

DEACTIVATION* F - -  - Uran. 1,277 
PPm 

u235 0.95 - -  
w t %  

OHIO MOBILE 
TREATMENT CHEMICAL 

SYSTEM CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

MLLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

FM-W208 D002A* 
DO05 
D009C 

SA DEACTIVATION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS &E 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

F 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

40122 

40181 

THORIUM WASTE 
SLURRIES NOT AVAILABLE 

., 

MLLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

FM-W211 D002A* 
DO07 
DOO8B 

THORIUM NITRATE 
SOLUTION NOT AVAILABLE PK DEACTIVATION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED ' 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 

F 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT CONCENTRATION 

BASED 
MLLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 

FM- W 2 1 9 FOOl 
F002 3STABLISHED 

PREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
:ONCENTRAT I ON 
3ASED 

50025 

c: 
6 

F 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

:ONTAMINATED 
XAPHITE PK 

SA 
~ 

TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 1235 0.947 _ _  

w t %  

MLLW 

* 
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MIXED LOW LEVEL WASTE STREAMS TO BE 
TREATED BY TREATMENT TRAIN F 

- 

D008B 

DO04 
DOOBB 

.. . 

FM-W265 87 0.2 0 0 DUST COLLECTOR 
RESIDUES - HIGH 
FLUORIDE FROM PLANT 

Uran. 22,300 28.000 
ppm ppm 

V235 . 0.67 0.83 
wt% wt% 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM CHEMICAL 

TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

50351 

- 
50387 

- 
50405 

FM- W2 6 6 
MLLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

267 . 0.2 - Uran. 690,000 840,000 
PPm PPm 

- U235 1.5 2.3 
wtb wt% 

DUST COLLECTOR 
RESIDUES - HIGH 
FLUORIDE FROM GREEN 
SALT PRODUCTION IN 
PILOT PLANT 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

F 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

0 0 

FM- W2 72 DO05 
MLLW 

DHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
l'REATMENT 

SALT SLUDGE, 
CHLORIDE FROM LAB 0 0 ESTABLISHED 

TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

324 0.4 Uran. 566 - 144 
P P ~  ppm 

wt% wt% 
a .1.46 3.71 I F  SYSTEM CHEMICAL 

TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

FM-W273 DO068 
DO07 

.- 
298 0.8 

' MLLW 

)HI0 MOBILE 
:HEMICAL 
'REATMENT 
;YSTEM 

NON-RECOVERABLE- 
TRASH FROM PLANT 
6 - DARK GREY 
SOLIDS 

3 0 Uran. 1,160 2,790 
PPm ppm 

0.67 0 . 7 5  
wt% wt% 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

F 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

FM-W274 I004 
IO11 

MLLW 

IHIO MOBILE 
'HEMICAL 
'REATMENT 
YSTEM 

FURNACE SALT, 
CHLORIDE FROM PLANT 
6 SALT-OIL FURNACE 

2,945 5.4 111,000 177,000 
P P ~  ppm 

0.4 0.6 
wt% wt% 

F "  ESTABLISHED 
l'REATMENT 
PTANDARDS ARE 
lONCEtlTRATION 
3ASED CHEMICAL 

TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

I MLLW 

it 

h3 
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50408 FM-W342 

60306 FM-N398 

60307 FM-N367 

MIXED LOW LEVEL WASTE STREAMS TO BE 
TREATED BY TREATMENT TRAIN F 

D008B 
DO10 

DO05 

DO05 
DO080 

FURNACE SALT, NON- 
CHLORIDE FROM PILOT 
PLANT ROCKWELL 
FURNACE 

HARDENED SALT BATH 
SLUDGE FROM RMI 

FURNACE SALT, 
SOLIDIFIED CHLORIDE 

2,036 2.2 

2,327 1.4 

16,267 13.2 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

C-152 

Uran. 103,000 186,000 SA I - 
P P ~  ppm 

. .  
U235 . 0.90 - -  - 

w t 2  

PK NOT AVAILABLE 

I E NOT AVAILABLE 

F ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED CHEMICAL 

TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 1 F . 1 %2F: 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION CHEMICAL 
BASED TREATMENT 

TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

PROJECT 

ESTABLISHED OHIO MOBILE TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE TREATMENT 
CONCENTRATION CHEMICRL BASED 

TREATMENT 1 1 MLLW 

CHEMICAL 

SYSTEM 

PROJECT 

* 
n3 

n3 
PSTP - Appendix C b 
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TREATMENT TRAIN 

* 
+ Stabilization Not Requiring Size 

Reduction 

Mixed Waste 
Disposal 

(< TSC-Listed) 

Simple 
Segregation 

Shredding 

Screening 

* I 

- 

LLW Disposal 
(< TSC D004-DO43) 

Treatment 

-I) 
Mixed Waste Stab I I i zati on Testing 

Liquid Bulking/ 
Aggregation 

MIXED WASTE PROJECT NAME 

Chemical Treatment Project 

c-153 

v 
6\a 

R3 
PSTP . Appendix C c.r 
# STP.001 Rev 1 



MIXED LOW LEVEL WASTE STREAMS TO BE 
TREATE!D BY TREATMENT TRAIN G 

0 0 . G  
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

OHIO MOBILE 

TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

CHEMICAL 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

F002 SOIL BORING U1412 234 0.2 

DO19 FLOOR SUMP CLEAN- 633 0.4 
DO39 OUT SLUDGE 
FOOl 
F002 

FM-W284 PK 
SA. 

MLLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

FM-W288 0 0 PK 
SA 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

G 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

Uran. 486 662 
PPm PPm 

- U235 0.6 0.6 
Wtk w t b  

FM-W013 OILY SLUDGES FROM 469 0.8 I DO05 
DOOBB WATER TREATMENT 
Fool . PROCESS 
F002 

0 0 - Uran. 266 521 
em PPm 

- U235 0:43 0.770 
w t b  w t k  

PK 
SA 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

390 

456 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM CHEMICAL 

TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

MLLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

FM-W044 I SOLVENT WASTES 0.4 

DO4 0 
FOOl 

0 0 PK 
SA 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

G 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

- Uran. 6,261 16,003 
ppm PPm 

w t t  w t %  
- U235 0.53 1.00 

F002 

Fool CONTAMINATED SOIL 192 0.2 
F002 FROM PIT #5 HWMU 

AREA 

F002 

Fool CONTAMINATED SOIL 192 0.2 
F002 FROM PIT #5 HWMU 

AREA 

MLLW 

526 

- 

FM-N368 PK 
SA 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

G 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

.a 229 349 
PPm PPm 

0.78 
w t ' b  wt9 

- U235 0.76 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

0 0 

MLLW 

* 
;1\3 
clr 

PSTP - Appendix C 
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588 FM-WO7O F002 

661 FM-WOBO FOOl 

720 FM-W085 Fool 

776 FM-WO88' FOOl 

MIXED LOW LEVEL WASTE STREAMS TO BE 
TREATED BY TREATMENT TRAIN 0 

MERCO AND OILY 
MERCO DRY FROM THE 
BALER 

SOIL BORING #1594 
FROM NORTHWEST 
CORNER OF BLDG 12 

~~ 

SOIL BORING #1261 

SOIL BORING #1674, 
LOCATED INSIDE 
PILOT PLANT 

SOIL BORING #1251 

URANIUM 
HEXAFLUORIDE 

1,983 2.0 

216 0.2 

250 ' 0.2 

154 0.2 

4 14 0.4 

7 0.2 

0 NOT AVAILABLE PK 0 
SA 

PK 0 0 Uran. 0.5 - -  
wtb 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

G ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED CHEMICAL 

TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

MLLW 

OHIO MOBILE . 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 

G ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION SYSTEM BASED CHEMICAL 

TREATMENT 
PROJECT MLLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

G ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION BASED CHEMICAL 

MLLW TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

G ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED CHEMICAL 

TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

I I MLLW 

ESTABLISHED OHIO MOBILE TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE TREATMENT 
CONCENTRATION CHEMICAL SYSTEM BASED I 1 MLLW 

CHEMICAL 

TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 

G DEACTIVATION* 

CHEMICAL SYSTEM 0 , 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

C-155 PSTP - Appendix C 
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MIXED LOW LEVEL WASTE STREAMS TO BE 
TREATED BY TREATMENT TRAIN 0 

- 

1706 

. . .. . 

DO18 
DO21 
DO35 
DO38 
DO39 
DO40 
DO43 
FOO2 
F005A 

FM-W114 - Uran. 1,242 1,602 
eem eem G 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

PK 
SA 

PK 
SA 

PK 
SA 

- 
PK 

PK 
SA 

- U235 6.97 19.03 
eem eem 

SYSTEM CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

FM-W121 Fool 
F002 ESTABLISHED 

TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

1841 

1842 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL TREATMENT 

SYSTEM CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

FM- W12 2 FOOl 
F002 

NOT AVAILABLE ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

G 
CHEMICAL 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

MLLW TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

2425 FM- W3 3 2 D002A* 
FOOl 
F002 
F005A 

G 
FHEMICAL 
rREATMENT 
PROJECT 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

- -  - Uran. 24.5 
eem 

U235 0.14 - -  
wt% 

- 
DEACTIVATION 
AND MEET UTs* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

3RGANIC 
RECOVERY or 
:OMBUSTI ON 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
PREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
ZONCENTRATION 
3ASED 

I MLLW 
10003 

c * 
6 
d c ce 

FM- W126 

I 

D001A* 
DO39 
FOOl 

- Uran. 220 501 
ppm ppm 

wt2 wt% 
- U235 0.49 0.75 

G 
:HEMICAL 
rREATMENT 
'ROJECT 

1 MLLw 

R3 
w 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

3ILY OXIDATION 2,590 2.8 0 0 
S L W E S  WITH HIGH 
FREE METAL 

C-156 PSTP - Appendix C 1\3 
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MIXED LOW LEVEL WASTE STREAMS TO BE 
TREATED BY TREATMENT TRAIN (3 

10007 FM-W130 DO07 OILY SLUDGES 
Fool 

10009 FM-W131 DOOlAt SLUDGES - SOLVENT 
DOOEB (TRICHLOR, 
DO35 PERCHLOR) 
FOO5A 

10010 FM-W132 DO29 SLWLSES, OILY 
DO39 
DO40 
FOOl 

10016 FM-W137 DO10 OILY SLUDGE FOR 
DO39 OXIDATION 
F002 

25 
c2 
b 

PK 
SA 

PK 
SA 

PK 
SA 

PK 
SA 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 

ORGANIC 
RECOVERY or 
COMBUSTION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

ORGANIC 
RECOVERY or 
COMBUSTION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

ESTABLISHED 
rREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRAT I ON 
BASED 

C-157 PSTP - Appendix C 
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MIXED LOW LEVEL WASTE STREAMS TO BE 
TREATED BY TREATMENT TRAIN G 

SLUDGES; OILY 311 0.4 0 0 Vran. 872 3,468 
eem eem 

10021 FM-W140 

10026 FM-W145 

10028 FM-W147 

D008B 
DO39 
DO40 
Fool 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
BASED CONCENTRATION 

G 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

PK 
SA 

PK 
SA 

PK 
SA 

PK 
SA 

U235 - 0.46 
wt5 

0.49 
ut5 

MLLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

D001A* 
Fool 

l,l, 1- 
TRICHLOROETHANE 
STILL BOTTOMS FROM 
NATIONAL ELECTRIC 
COIL 

6,990 7.8 0 0 Uran. 133 24 7 
PPm PPm G 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

ORGANIC 
RECOVERY or 
COMBUSTION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

- U235 0.65 0.74 
wt5 wtt 

MLLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

DOO8B 
FOOl 

SLUDGES, OILY 1,476 2.0 0 0 

G 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

Uran. 1.60 - -  

u2)5 0.950 - -  
wt5 

wtb 

10031 FM-W150 t MLLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

DO29 
DO30 
FOOl 

FLOOR SUMP CLEAN- 
OUT SLUDGE 

0 0 1,871 5,093 
PPm PPm 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

G 
594 0.6 

0.47 
wtk 

0.52 
wtk CHEMICAL 

I’REATMENT 
PROJECT 

MLLW 

3HIO MOBILE 
ZHEMICAL 
PREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

b 
F002 OIL CONTAMINATED 

WET SUMP CAKE 
PRODUCED FROM 
COEXTRUSION 
OPERATIONS AT UNC 
CORP 

16,397 25.4 0 0 Jren. 9,400 - -  
PPm 

J235 1.01 - -  
wt% 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

PK 
SA G 

ZHEMICAL 
PREATMENT 
?ROJECT 

PSTP - Appendix C 
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MIXED LOW LEVEL WASTE STREAMS TO BE 
TREATED BY TREATMENT TRAIN G 

- - 

20045 

30005 

- 
30010 

. . . , . . . , 

FM-W168 OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

MLLW 

0 0 Uran. 1.3 2.9 
. w t %  w t %  G CONTAMINATED TBP 50 0.4 

AND/OR KEROSENE 
MIXTURES AND 
SLUDGES FROM LAB 

PK ESTABLISHED 
SA TREATMENT 

STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

PK ORGANIC 
SA RECOVERY or 

COMBUSTION+ 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

PK ESTABLISHED 
SA TREATMENT 

STANDARDS .ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

DO19 
DO22 
DO39 
F002 u235 0.93 1.12 

w t %  w t %  CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

G 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

FM-W185 D001A+ 
D019' 
DO39 
DO40 
Fool 
F003 
F005A 

0 0 - Wan. 5,800 9,200 
PPm w m  

- U235 0.61 0.77 
w t %  w t %  

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

OILY SLUDGES FROM 15,541 15.8 
OIL DECANTATION 
SYSTEM 

OIL CONTAMINATED 10,611 10.6 
WET SUMP OR FILTER 
CAKE FROM SERVICE 
BUILDING SUMP 

MLLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

0 0 FM-W187 DO39 
DO40 
F002 

G 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

Uran. 7,000 11.000 
PPm PPm 

- U235 0.43 0.48 
w t %  w t %  

MLLW 

CHEMICAL OHIO MOBILE 

TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

FM-W188 DO39 
F002 

0 0 Uran. 22,500 32,400 
PPm PPm 

- U235 0.93 0.96 
W t Z  w t 2  

G 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

WET SUMP OR FILTER 3,231 4.2 
CAKE - NON-OILY 30018 

30037 

PK ESTABLISHED 
SA TREATMENT 

STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

MLLW 

OHIO CHEMICAL MOBILE 

TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

0 0 FM-W194 DO39 
F002 G 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

Uran. 37,000 59,000 
. ppm PPm 

DISCARD PROCESS 454 0 . 8  
RESIDUES, TRAILER 
CAKES, WASTE 
SLURRY FROM PILOT 
PLANT CATCH BASIN 

ESTABLISHED 

STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

PK 
SA TREATMENT 

- U235 1.05 1.29 
w t %  w t %  

v F 
MLLW 

PSTP - Appendix C e\3 
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MIXED LOW LEVEL WASTE STREAMS TO BE 
TREATED BY TREATMENT TRAIN G 

- 

DO39 
F002 

. .. 

FM-W196 WET SUMP OR FILTER 
CAKE - NON-OILY, 
NON-HALIDE FROM 
PILOT PLANT SUMP 

592 0.8 ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

G 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

0 0 30042 Uran. 10.7 17.7 PK 
PPm PPm SA 

- U235 ' 0.89 0.93 
w t %  w t %  

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

',I MLLW 
FM-W198 DO19 

Fool 
NON-OILY CLEAN-OUT 
SLUM;ES FOR 
ROASTING FROM 
GARAGE SUMPS 

1,864 2.0 0 0 
G .  

30046 

SO085 

50113 

Uran. 1,000 
PPm 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

O w 2  I u235 0.51 
w t %  CHEMICAL 

TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

FM-W229 DOOlAI 
F002 
F003 
F005A 

WET SUMP OR FILTER 
CAKE, NON- 

FROM PLANT 1 
OILY/NON-HALIDE 

56 0.2 0 0 ORGANIC 
RECOVERY or 
COMBUSTION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

G 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

- U235 0.31 0.53 

I MLLW 
FMyN3 6 9 FOOl ROASTED CALCIUM 

PRECIPITATED FROM 
SUMP OR FILTER 
CAKES 

0 0 1,487 3.8 NOT AVAILABLE PK 
SA 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

G ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED CHEMICAL 

TREATMENT 
PROJECT MLLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 

G ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION SYSTEM 
BASED' CHEMICAL 

TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

MLLW 

50129 

P 

FM-W240 FOOI SCRAP U308 - LOW F 
FROM OXIDATION 
FURNACE IN PLANT 8 

6,151 7.6 0 0 Uran. 714,000 755,000 'PK 
PPm Ppm SA I - 

- U235 0.33 0.49 
w t %  w t %  

+= 
* 

PSTP - Appendix C 
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MIXED LOW LEVEL WASTE STREAMS TO BE 
TREATED BY TREATMENT TRAIN 0 

56 1.0 
G 

50131 FM-W241 

50152 FM-W243 

50154 FM-ti244 

50175 FM-W250 

50183 FM-W253 

F002 SCRAP U308 - LOW E 
FROM PLANT 8 
OXIDATION FURNACE 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

Uran. 83.85 
wt% 

PK 
SA 

PK 
SA 

PK 
SA 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION CHEMICAL 
BASED I TREATMENT - U235 , 0.766 

wt9 

I MLLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

13,646 8.4 0 0 F002 SCRAP U308, HIGH 
FLUORIDE BURNED IN 
OXIDATION FURNACE 
#1 AND SCREENED AT 
PLANT 8 ROTEX 

FOOl ROASTED CALCIUM- 
PRECIPITATED SUMP 
AND FILTER CAKE 

Uran. 801,200 
PPm G ESTABLISHED 

TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED CHEMICAL 

TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

- U235 0.210 
wtt 

' MLLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 

21,067 32.6 0 0 Uran. 30,700 38,100 
P P ~  ppm 

- U235 0.9 0.9 
wt% wt% 

l G  ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE TREATMENT 

SYSTEM CONCENTRATION CHEMICAL 
BASED I TREATMENT 

I MLLW . 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

500 1.0 Uran. 27,240 72.470 
PPm PPm 

wt% 
u235 0.8 - _  

0 0 F002 SALT SLUDGE, 
CHLORIDE FROM 
PLANT 9 CASTING 
AREA 

PK 
SA 

PK 
SA 

- 

G ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED CHEMICAL 

TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

MLLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

216 0.4 Vran. 521,000 
PPm 

SCRAP SALTS, LOW F 
FROM PLANT 6 
DEGREASING AND 
PICKLING AREA I G  ESTABLISHED 

TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE E 0.742 - -  

wtS . CONCENTRATION CHEMICAL 
BASED I TREATMENT 

I 
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MIXED LOW LEVEL WASTE STREAMS TO BE 
TREATED BY TREATMENT TRAIN G 

. .  ... . 

D001A+ 
FOOl 

- 
SA 50200 I FM-N370 OILY SLUDGE FOR 

OX I DATION 
90 0.2 0 0 Uran. 8,200 13,320 

eem epm 
ORGANIC 
RECOVERY or 
COMBUSTION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 

G OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM - U235 ' 0.40 0.49 

wtb wtk CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

MLLW 

FM-W262 F002 SLUDGES, OILY, FOR 
OXIDATION, HIGH 
FREE METAL FROM 
PLANT 6 MACHINING 

1,601 2.2 - Uran. 31,500 57,000 
P P ~  epm 

- U235 0.26 0.29 
wt% wt\ 

PK 
SA 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

G 
50339 

60119 

60123 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM CHEMICAL 

TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

G 
MLLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

FM-W279 D001A* 
FOOl 
F002 

OILY SLUDGES, HIGH 
FREE METAL FROM 
GARAGE 

2.954 3.2 0 0 PK 
SA 

ORGANIC 
RECOVERY or 
COMBUSTION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

is0 390 
eem eem 

U235 - 0.56 
wt% 

0.61 
wtb CHEMICAL 

TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

MLLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

FM-W2 8 0 DO39 
F002 

SOLVENT SEMI-SOLID 
FROM THE SERVICE 
BLDG. AND ADMIN. 
BLDG. LAUNDRY 

40 0.2 PK 
SA 

ESTABLISHED G 
lHEMICAL 
PREATMENT 
?ROJECT 

0 0 1.0 - -  
PPm 

U235 0.791 0.945 
wt% wt% 

- 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

MLLW ot F 

PSTP - Appendix C 
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MIXED LOW LEVEL WASTE STREAMS TO BE 
TREATED BY TREATMENT TRAIN 0 

FOOl U308 FROM PLANT 8 40,712 50.2 0 0 
OXIDATION BOX 
FURNACE 

F002 

Fool U308 ROTEXED PLANT 75,533 69.4 0 0 
8 FURNACE PRODUCT 

317,900 499,001 
PPm PPm 

_ _  - U235 . 1.0 
w t 2  

Uran. 770,000 800,000 
ppm ppm 

0.99 
wto 

U235 - _  - 

PK 
SA 

PK 
SA 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

G 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

MLLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

MLLW 

C-163 PSTP - Appendix C 
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Simple 

-I) 

TREATMENT TRAIN 
H 

Stabilization 
(< 60 mm) 

Not Requiring Size 
Reduction 

I) Chemical - 
Treatment 

Shredding 

Screening 

Disposal 
Debris Bulking ___' (c TSC-Listed) Test in g * (> 60mm) 

LLW disposal 
(< TSC 0004-0043) 

I I I 

I Mixed Waste I 

Liquid Bulking/ 
Treat men t 

(D002, D004-0043) 
I 

MIXED WASTE PROJECT NAME 

Chemical Treatment Project 
C-164 

* 
I 9  

9 
'lab 

PSTP 1 Appendix C 
11 STP.001 Rev 1 



MIXED LOW LEVEL WASTE STREAMS TO BE 
TREATED BY TREATMENT TRAIN H 

..... . 

FM-W077 

- 

PK 
SA 

DOOOB TRASH, PADS, RAGS 
AND WATER I 107 0.2 0 0 Uran. 5,187 13,443 

PPm ' PPm 

0 . 5  
ut% u t %  

- 
u235 0.4 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

MLLW TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

1421 FM-W298 64 0.2 0 .  0 Uran. 16,900 17,208 
ppm ppm 

0.675 0.712 
w t %  w t %  

PK 
SA 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 

H 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

DOO8B NON-RECOVERABLE 
TRASH: OILY RAGS, 
PADS, GLOVES AND 
PLASTIC WITH GREASE 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM CONCENTRATION 

BASED 

MLLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 

H 
CHEMICAL SYSTEM 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

MLLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

H 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

MLLW 

FM-N371 1,377 1.6 0 0 - Uran. 1,136 2,326 
P P ~  ppm 

- U235 0.71 0.72 
w t %  u t %  

PK. 
SA 

1430 

1906 

- 
2021 

G e 
0 
& rn 
cd 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

DO10 PLASTIC SHEETING, , 

GLOVES, FLOOR 
SWEEPINGS 

FM-W318 3,877 0.8 0 0 Uran. 0.01 - -  
ut% 

- PK 
SA 

NEUTRALIZATION* U134* BF TANK CAR CLEAN- 
OUT MATERIAL 

- -  - U235 0.95 
w t %  

FM-W322 1,870 3.0 0 0 Uran. 0.01 - _  
w t %  

U235 0.95 - _  
ut% 

- 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

IO05 BARIUM CARBONATE 
FROM PLANT 2/3 
PROCESSING 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 

'H I 
SYSTEM I MLLW 

:HEM I CAL 
PREATMENT 
'ROJECT 

* 
29 
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MIXED LOW LEVEL WASTE STREAMS TO BE 
TREATED BY TREATMENT TRAIN H 

- 

PK 
SA 

FM-W144 U238 104.1 111.4 - 
pCi/g pCi/g 

pCi/g pCi/g 
' 3.85 4.05 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT ' 

STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

10025 DO05 CONTAMINATED SOIL, 
ROCKS BRICKS, SAND 
AND CERAMICS FROM 
RMI 

H 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

I MLLW 
FM- W16 9 Uran. 18.2 35.7 

w t %  w t %  

- U235 0.56 1.56 
w t %  w t %  

PK 
SA 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION BASED 

20046 

20139 

30039 

40186 

a 
€3 
G 
@ m 
CBB 

DO07 NON-METALLIC 
MISCELLANEOUS 
SAMPLES FROM LAB 

DO05 SAMPLES, NON- 
METALLIC FROM RMI 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM I CHEMICAL 

TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

MLLW 
FM-W180 PK 

SA 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

H OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM - U235 0.51 0.80 

w t %  w t %  CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

MLLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

FM- W195 Uran. 128,000 _ _  

0235 0.82 _ _  
PPm 

- 
w t %  

SA ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION BASED 

H 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

DO11 CONTAMINATED ROCKS, 
SOIL, BRICKS AND 
CERAMICS FROM PILOT 
PLANT 

MLLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

FM- W2 13 NOT AVAILABLE PK 
~ 

H 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

D001F* IMPURE THORIUM 
DO07 NITRATE (SOLID) 
DO088 

DEACTIVATION+ 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED I MLLL v " 

w 
r\a 

na 
PSTP - Appendix C 
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50031 FM-W220 DO088 CONTAMINATED 
DO10 METALLIC FILTER 

ELEMENTS 

50367 FM-W271 DOOBB NON-RECOVERABLE 
TRASH 

MIXED LOW LEVEL WASTE STREAMS TO BE 
TREATED BY TREATMENT TRAIN H 

1,293 0.4 

194 0.2 

0 0 Uran. 62,000 100,000 
P P ~  w m  

- U235 '0.43 0.51 
w t %  ' w t %  

0 0 I Uran. 0.01 - _  
w t %  

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

H ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

SA 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

MLLW 
I 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

H ESTABLISHED 

STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION CHEMICAL BASED 

PK 
SA TREATMENT 

TREATMENT 

PSTP - Appendix C - 
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TREATMENT TRAIN 

Stabilization 
(c 60 mm) 

Not Requiring Size 
Reduction 

(c TSC-Listed) 
Testing 

. I Mixed Waste I 

Segregatlon + Chemical 
Treatment 

Shredding 
-I) (c TSC-Listed) Test In g Debris Bulking 

(> 60mm) 

I I 

< TSC D004-DO43) 

Liquid Bulking/ 
Aggregation 

I Mixed Waste I 

Mixed Waste 
Testing Disposal 

Incineration Stabillzation 
(D001, Listed) (c 60 mm) _+ 

Testing 

MIXED WASTE PROJECT NAME 

Chemical Treat men t Project 

C-I 68 

N 

is 
PSTP - Appendix C 
# STP.001 Rev 1 



MIXED LOW LEVEL WASTE STREAMS TO BE 
TREATED BY TREATMENT TRAIN I 

RAGS, SOLVENT 25 0. FM-WOO2 0 0 NOT AVAILABLE ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

PK 
SA OHIO MOBILE 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

I 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

I 
MLLW 

FM- WOO4 F002 SOLVENT 
CONTAMINATED RAGS 

103 0.1 14 <0.1 PK 
SA 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM CHEMICAL 

TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

DO10 
DO18 
F002 

OIL SOAKED RAGS 
MLLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

MLLW 

268 1.; 0 0 FM-W010 

FM-W015 

NOT AVAILABLE PK ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

I 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

PAINT THINNER RAGS 74 0.4 12 <0.1 NOT AVAILABLE PK PO02 
PO03 
FOO5A 

IO088 
1009c 
7001 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT STANDARDS ARE 

CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

MLLW 

I 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

I 
FM-W017 19 0.2 398 

199 

NON-RECOVERABLE 
TRASH CONTAMINATED 
ABSORBENT PADS 

ESTABLISHED 
PREATMENT 
qTANDARDS ARE 
-ONCENTRATION 
3ASED 

0 0 )HI0 MOBILE 
2HEMICAL 
PREATMENT 
;YSTEM 

Jran. 9.0 19 
PPm ppm 

1235 0.67 0.71 
wt% wt% 

?K 
;A 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

'M-WO18 

A 
IO088 
)039 
7001 

SOLVENT 
CONTAMINATED RAGS, 
PADS, AND PLASTIC 
FROM BOILER PLANT 
OIL STORAGE AREA 

MLLW 

)HI0 :HEMICAL MOBILE 

'REATMENT 
:YSTEM 

9 0.2 Iran. 6.0 19 
PPm PPm 

12)5 1.03 2.14 
wt% wt% 

I 
ZHEMICAL 
rREATMENT 
'ROJECT 

178 0.2 ESTABLISHED 

STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

'K TREATMENT 
:A 

MLLW 891 

PSTP - Appendix C 
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MIXED LOW LEVEL WASTE STREAMS TO BE 
TREATED BY TREATMENT TRAIN I 

- - 

4 04 

410 

. . . . . . . . 

FM- W02 1 OILY RAGS 59 0.4 0 0 NOT A V A I F L E  DOO8B 
DO18 
F002 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

I PK OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

MLLW 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

I 
FM-W024 Fool 

F002 
OILY RAGS 129 0.4 0 0 - Uran. 21 64 

PPm PP" 
- U235 0.51 0.54 

w t %  w t k  

PK 
SA 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 

CONCENTRATION CHEMICAL I TREATMENT BASED 
SYSTEM 

I MLLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

FM-W028 D008B 
DO18 
F002 

OILY RAGS I&D 
ABSORBENTS, WD-40 
AND VARIOUS OILS 

35 0.2 0 0 PK - Uran. 0.01 
w t %  

- U235 0 . 5 0  
w t %  

I ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED CHEMICAL 

TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

I ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED CHEMICAL 

TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

MLLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

FM-W040 DO04 
DO05 
D006B 
DO07 
DOO8B 
DO22 
F002 
F003 

LABORATORY 
CONTAMINATED WASTE 

614 2.4 13,122 10.9 NOT AVAILABLE PK 

- 

MLLW 

PSTP - Appendix C ,-, 
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MIXED LOW LEVEL WASTE STREAMS TO BE 
TREATED BY TREATMENT TRAIN I 

. . . . . . . . . . .  

.......... 

FM-W055 

. . . . . . . . .  

D001A* 
DO07 
DO088 
F002 
F003 
F005A 

BAD PAINT FROM 
PAINT BOOTH 

572 1.2 0 0 Uran. 3.0 - -  
PPm 

- U23'5 0.33 0.44 
w t 2  w t 2  

514 ORGANIC 
RECOVERY or 
COMBUSTION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

PK 
SA 

PK 

PK 

I 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

MLLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL TREATMENT 

SYSTEM 

MLLW 

584 FM- W 06 8 DO18 KEROSENE 
(DIESEL FUEL) / 
SLUDGE 

1,028 1.4 0 0 NOT AVAILABLE TREATMENT 
STANDARD 
EFFECTIVE 
09/19/96' 

I 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

FM-W072 FOOl 6 0.2 0 0 NOT AVAILABLE 5-GAL. CAN W/ SPILL 
CLEAN-OUT MATERIAL ESTABLISHED 

TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

I OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

MLLW 

627 

628 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

FM-W073 Fool SPILL CLEAN-UP 
MATERIAL 

NOT AVAILABLE 0 0 OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

MLLW 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

PK 

PK 

PK 

I 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

I 
FM-WO86 FOOl CONTAINER OF PUMP 

OIL AND RAGS 
0 0 NOT AVAILABLE ESTABLISHED 

TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

3HIO MOBILE 
ZHEMICAL 
PREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

MLLW 

18 0.2 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

I 
FM- W093 D001A* 

~~~~ 

VARNISH - UNUSED 0 0 3RGAN I C 
RECOVERY or 
ZOMBUSTION* 

)HIO  MOB^ 1. 
:HEMICAL 

NOT AVAILABLE 8 9  0.2 

rREATMENT 
;YSTEM CHEMICAL 

TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

t9 
b.r 

PSTP - Appendix C 
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MIXED LOW LEVEL WASTE STREAMS TO BE 
TREATED BY TREATMENT TRAIN I 

. .. 

FM-W299 

... . .  

DO05 
FOOl 

CONTAMINATED RAGS, 
PAPER, POLYETHYLENE 
FROM RMI 

1425 134 0.6 3,844 
PPm 

13,732 
PPm 

0 0 OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

PK 
SA I ESTABLISHED 

TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED CHEMICAL 

TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

- U235 0.12 1.33 
w t %  w t %  

MLLW 
FM-WlO6 FOO2 NON-RECOVERABLE 

TRASH - MOP HEADS 
AND PADS 
CONTAMINATED WITH 
TCA 

0 0 Oran. 8.700 10,900 
PPm PPm 

41 0.2 OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

1421 PK 
SA 

PK 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE E 0.26 - -  

w t %  
CONCENTRATION CHEMICAL 
BASED 

~- I TREATMENT I PROJECT 
MLLW 

1428 FM-W300 Fool 
F002 

SPILL CLEAN-UP 
MATERIAL FROM 
BUILDING I 9  RCRA 
STORAGE PAD 

0 0 NOT AVAILABLE OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

MLLW 

I ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED CHEMICAL 

TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

.I ORGANIC 
RECOVERY or 
COMBUSTION* 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

1504 FM- W3 3 5 D001A* FLAMMABLE PAINT AND 
PAINT-RELATED 
PRODUCTS 

2,598 2.0 

. .  

NOT AVAILABLE PK OHIO MOBILE 
TREATMENT CHEMICAL 

SYSTEM 

4 95 0.4 

MLLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM . 

FM-W111 Fool 
FOO2 

186,313 
23.0 

FILTER MATERIAL - 
SAND, GRAVEL, FLY 
ASH, ANTI-C's, 

0 0 1537 Uran. 0.01 
w t %  

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE U235 0.84 _ _  - 

w t %  ' 

CONCENTRATION CHEMICAL I TREATMENT BASED 
REMOVAL PROJECT I MLLW 

0 'I., 

f 

h9 

w 
PSTP - Appendix C & 
# STP-001 Rev 1 C-172 



MIXED LOW LEVEL WASTE STREAMS TO BE 
TREATED BY TREATMENT TRAIN I 

- - 

PK 

SA 

PK 
SA 

PK 
SA 

CONTAMINATED 
PROTECTIVE CLOTHING 

69 1.2 0 0 - -  - Uran. 0.01 
w t %  

- U235 0.95 
w t %  

_ _  

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

1617 

1705 

1707 

1716 

FM-W305 FOOl 
F002 
F005A I 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

MLLW 

FM- W3 06 D001A* 
DO04 
DO068 
DOO8B 
DO10 

LABORATORY 
GENERATED WASTE, 
WASTE OIL FROM TCLP 
EXTRACTS 

269 0.2 NOT AVAILABLE ORGANIC 
RECOVERY or 
COMBUSTION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

I OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL, 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

51 0.2 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

MLLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

FM-W115 LAB-GENERATED 
WASTE, ACID 
DIGESTATES 

2,549 2.6 0 0 522 
PPm 

711 
PPm I 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

D002A* 
DO07 
DO088 
DO19 
DO28 
DO39 
Fool 
F002 

Fool 
F002 
F005A 

DEACTIVATION 
AND MEET UTS* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

- U235 3.6 5.0 
PPm PPm 

MLLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

FM-W118 LAB GENERATED 
WASTE, CONTACT 
WASTE SOLID 

621 3.8 0 0 I 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

Uran. 440 816 
PPm ppm 

MLLW 

FM- W3 24 D001A* 
DO18 
DO26 

33 0.2 0 0 NOT AVAILABLE PK . I 3HIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
rREATMENr 
SYSTEM 

MLLW 

PAINT BITUMASTIC 
300 M A AND B COAL 
TAR COATING 

ORGANIC 
RECOVERY or 
COMBUSTION* 

ZHEMICAL 
PREATMENT 
PROJECT 

PSTP - Appendix C 
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MIXED LOW LEVEL WASTE STREAMS TO BE 
TREATED BY TREATMENT TRAIN I 

- 

2235 LAB GENERATED 
ORGANIC LIQUID 
WASTE 

1.746 2.0 9,152 9.5 ALPHA 76.0 - -  - 
pCi/ml 

pCi/ml 
- -  - BETA 1.13.0 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

I 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

PK 
SA 

MLLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

2259 TCLP LEACHATE 191 0.2 999 0.9 PK 
SA I 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

MLLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

MLLW 

2401 CONTACT WASTE FROM 
PACD SAMPLING 

130 1.0 0 0 NOT AVAILABLE PK ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

I 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

2500 METAL TANK 
ABANDONED PILOT 
PLANT SUMP 

0 0 NOT AVAILABLE PK ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

MLLW 

FM-N374 DO12 
F002 
F003 

2 94 0.4 I 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

10012 CONTAMINATED 
BURNABLES 

177 1.8 0 0 Uran. 2.815 , - -  

u235 0.61 _ _  
PPm 

wt% 

PK 
SA. 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

FM-W134 DO29 
DO39 
DO40 
FOOl 

FM-W142 DO089 
' FOOl 

I 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

MLLW 

?HI0 MOBILE 
ZHEMICAL 
PREATMENT 
SYSTEM n. 

NON-RECOVERABLE 
TRASH 

3,043 3.8 0 0 PK 
SA 

ESTABLISHED 
l'REATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

I 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

324 _ -  
PPm 

J235 1.08 - _  
wt% 

MLLW * 
E\3 
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MIXED LOW LEVEL WASTE STREAMS TO BE 
TREATED BY TREATMENT TRAIN I 

- - 

PK 
SA 

- 
10024 99 0.4 0 0 Uran . 63 191 

' PPm PPm 
FM-W143 DO18 CONTAMINATED 

FOOl BURNABLES 

Fool SCRAP SALTS AND 
FLOOR SWEEPINGS 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
BASED CONCENTRATION 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

- I  
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

- U235 0.50 0.52 
wt% wt% 

MLLW 
20036 

- 
20048 

~~ 

FM- W16 5 387 0.8 0 0 Uran. 546,000 878,000 
PPm ppm 

- U235 0.93 1.19 
wt% wt% 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

I 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

PK 
SA 

PK 
SA 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

MLLW 

OHIO MOBILE. 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

FM- W17 1 0 0 Uran. 87,200 105,200 
PPm PPm 

U235 0.77 .0.91 
wt% wt% 

- 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

I 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

F005A DISCARD PROCESS 
RESIDUES FROM LAB 

D008B CONTAMINATED 
DO11 BURNABLES, RAGS, 
Fool FILTER CLOTH, 

PAPER, CARTRIDGES, 
RUBBER, WOOD, ETC. 

Fool CONTAMINATED 
BURNABLES: RAGS, 
PAPER, POLY- 
ETHYLENE 

9 0.2 

MLLW 
FM-W175 359 1.4 0 0 Uran. 60,000 150,000 

ppm ppm 
- U235 0.70 0.91 

wt2 wt9 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

- 1  
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

PK 
SA 

PK 
SA . 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

MLLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

FM- W178 0 ' 0  .Uran. 35,200 109,700 
PPm PPm 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

I 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

184 0.4 

PSTP - Appendix C 
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MIXED LOW LEVEL WASTE STREAMS TO BE 
TREATED BY TREATMENT TRAIN I 

. . . . . . . 

20142 

. . . . . . . 

FM-W181 CONTAMINATED TBP 
AND KEROSENE 
MIXTURES FROM 
WALYTICAL LAB 

15 0.2 0 0 OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 

D001A* 
DO19 
DO22 
DO39 
F002 
F003 

Uran. 13,000 29,000 
PPm , .  PPm 

PK 
SA 

ORGANIC 
RECOVERY or 
COMBUSTION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION BASED 

I 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

- U235 ' 0.93 1.12 
wt% , wt% SYSTEM 

MLLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
TREATMENT CHEMICAL 

SYSTEM 

FM-W201 D006B 
DO07 
D008B 
DO10 
DO40 
F002 
FOOSA 

DISCARD PROCESS 
RESIDUES - GLOVES, 
PAINT, MISC. DEBRIS 

78 0.2 0 0 Uran. 7,000 7,307.8 
P P ~  . ppm 

0.42 . 0.77 
wt% wtb 

PK 
SA 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

I 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

30053 

30074 
MLLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

€M-W204 F002 CONTAMINATED NON- 
BURNABLES: FILTER 
CARTRIDGES, GRAVEL, 
ROCKS, SOIL 

1,135 0.8 Uran. 2,500 4,100 
PPm PPm 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION BASED 

I 
CHEMICAL 
l'REATMENT 
PROJECT 

0 0 PK 
SA 

U235 - 0.75 
wt% 

0.85 
ut% 

MLLW 

>HI0 MOBILE 
ZHEMICAL 
PREATMENT 
jYSTEM 

30075 

- 

FM-W205 F002 CONTAMINATED NON- 
BURNABLES: METALLIC 
FILTER ELEMENTS AND 
CARTRIDGES 

14 0.2 0 0 Uran. 1,900 2,500 
PPm PPm 

0.93 
wt% wtt 

- U235 0.91 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

I 
2HEMICAL 
PREATMENT 
'ROJECT 

PK 
SA 

MLLW 

PSTP - Appendix C cp.r 
# STP-001 Rev 1 

N 
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MIXED LOW LEVEL WASTE STREAMS TO BE 
TREATED BY TREATMENT TRAIN I 

. . . . . . . . . . . 

FM-W214 NON-RECOVERABLE 
TRASH FROM LAB 

35 0.4 0. 0 . NOT AVAILABLE ORGANIC 
RECOVERY or 
COMBUSTION* 

REMAINING 

DOOlA 
F003 
F005A 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

PK 
SA 

- 
PK 
SA 

PK 
SA 

I 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT ESTABLISHED 

TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

MLLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 

FM-W216 F002 
F005A 

NON-RECOVERABLE 

1 - CONTAINS 
TRASH FROM ,PLANT 

LIQUIDS AND OIL 

204 0.2 0 0 ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

I 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

Uran. 220 290 
ppm PPm 

0.45 0.47 
wt% wt% 

SYSTEM 

MLLW 
FM-W217. DO19 

F002 
NON-RECOVERABLE 
TRASH 

455 1.0 0 0 Uran. 6,080 15,330 
PPm PPm 

- U235 0.47 0.78 
wt% wt% 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

I 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

OHIO MOBILE 
TREATMENT CHEMICAL 

SYSTEM 

MLLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

FM-W221 DO07 
F002 

Uran. 102,000 191,000 
ppm PPm 

- U235 1.16 1.54 
wtk wtb 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

I 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

CONTAMINATED 
BURNABLES FROM 
PLANT 8 BOX FURNACE 

531 1.8 0 0 PK 
SA 

PK 
SA 

MLLW 

OHIO MOBILE FM-W226 D008B 
FOOl 
F002 

NON-OILY S L m E  FOR 
ROASTING FROM PLANT 
8 BOX FURNACE 

332 0.4 0 0 Uran. 190,000 
PPm 

610,000 
PPm 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

I 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

u23j 0.93 1.02 
wt% wt% 

* 
PSTP - Appendix C 
# STP-001 Rev 1 c.p6 
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MIXED LOW LEVEL WASTE STREAMS TO BE 
TREATED BY TREATMENT TRAIN I 

SALT SLUDGE FROM 
DO19 PLANT 4 
DO39 I I 

NON-RECOVERABLE 
TRASH 

F002 I 

DO07 U308, +8MESH, LOW F 
FOOl FROM PLANT 8 BOX 
F002 FURNACE 

I 
DO39 CONTAMINATED 
u210 BURNABLES 

602 0 . 8  

225 0 . 8  

640  0.4 

~ ~~ 

5 6  0.2 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

Uran. 232,000 404,000 
PPm P P  

u235 .0.98 1.02 
wt% wt% 

- Uran. 4,187 11,427 
ppm PPm 

u235 0.29 0 . 3 8  
wt% wt% 

Uran. 631,833 788,044 
PPm PPm 

- U235 0.96 1.00 
wt% Wt% 

- 

~ ~ 

NOT AVAILABLE 

C-178 

PK 
SA 

PK 
SA 

PK 
SA 

PK 
SA 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

I 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

MLLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

I 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

M m n  

I 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL TREATMENT 

SYSTEM 

PROJECT 
MLLW ' 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL I ESTABLISHED 

TREATMENT 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM I STANDARDS ARE 

CONCENTRATION I CHEMICAL ...I.... 

I MLLW TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

UHDaU 

* 
PSTP - Appendix C 
# STP-001 Rev 1 



TREATMENT TRAIN 
J 

4 Testing Stabilization 
(< 60 mm) (< TSC D004-0043) 

63 a 
@ C2 
%I 
4 

MIXED WASTE PROJECT NAME 
C h e m i c a I Treat m e n t P r o j ec t 

Macroencapsulation 
(Radiologically Contaminated) 

__I) 

C-179 

Mixed Waste 
. Disposal 
(< TSC-Listed) 

,* 
a\3 

p\a 

PSTP Appendix C b 
# STP.001 Rev 1 



MIXED LOW LEVEL WASTE STREAMS TO BE 
TREATED BY TREATMENT TRAIN J 

- 
PK MACROENCAPSULATION* J OHIO MOBILE 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

RECYCLE 

ETC. MISC. LEAD 1 679 1.2 1 2,317 5.1 
room, PIPING, 

Uran. 0.01 _ _  
wtk 

DOOBCt FM-W290 54 7 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

J NOT AVAILABLE PK THERMAL RECOVERY OF 
METALS IN AN INDUSTRIAL 
FURNACE* 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

RECYCLE 

FM-W293 D006At 854 

874 

1271 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT . 

NOT AVAILABLE PK ESTABLISHED TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE J on10 MOBILE 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

RECYCLE 

FM-N375 DOOBB LEAD BRICKS, 260 0.4 0 0 
LEAD WINDOW 
SASHINGS, 
BABBITT HAMMER 

CONCENTRATION BASED 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

D008B NOT AVAILABLE PK ESTABLISHED TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION BASED 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

RECYCLE 

FM-W102 LEAD SOLDER 
JOINTS J 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

J 1281 FM-W295 D008C* NOT AVAILABLE PK MACROENCAPSULATIONt OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM CHEMICAL 

RECYCLE TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

PK FM-W303 D002At' 
DOOBAt' 

0.01 - _  
wt% 

U235 0 . 5 0  - _  
wt% 

- I J  11 DEACTIVATION+ 

2)aCROENCAPSULATIONt 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 

I SYSTEM CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

* 
n3 
b 

PSTP - Appendix C e\3 
# STP-001 Rev 1 C - 180 



. . . . . . . . . . 

1731 

1987 

a a 
c2 
kP 
%I 
643 

MIXED LOW LEVEL WASTE STREAMS TO BE 
TREATED BY TREATMENT TRAIN J 

LEAD/LEAD SEALS 13,202 4.8 18,244 15.4 

PK _ _  0.01 
w t %  

U235 0. '5 ' _ -  - 
ut% 

PK Uran. 0.01 - _  - ut% 
ut2 
0.50 - -  

C - 181 

MACROENCAPSULATION* OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM CHEMICAL 

TREATMENT 
PROJECT RECYCLE 

t+CROENCAPSULATION* J 
~ CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 

1 PROJECT 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

RECYCLE 

?s 
PSTP - Appendix C 
# STP-001 Rev 1 



Ft Segregation 

__I) 

TREATMENT TRAIN 

Debris Bulking 
(> 60 mm) Test in g 

K 

- 

Liquid Bulking/ *I ;":,":Ing 

Screening 
Incineration Stabilization Testing 

Aggregation * 
1 I I 

(DOO1, Listed) (< 60 mm) 

1 

Mixed Waste 
Test in g Disposal 

MIXED WASTE PROJECT NAME 

Liquid Mixed Waste Project 

C- I82  

-Q 
PSTP . Appendix C t9 

w # STP.001 Rev 1 

w 



MIXED LOW LEVEL WASTE STREAMS TO BE 
TREATED BY TREATMENT TRAIN K 

- - 

1709 

2006 

- 
2224 

- 
30045 

- 
50008 

. . . . . . . . . . 

D001A*' 
D002A*' 

LAB GENERATED 
WASTE, FWLMMABLE 
ORGANIC EXTRACTS 

295 0 . 4  FM- W117 I ,  150 6.3 Uran. 357 375 

- U235 1.9 2.0 

PPm PPm 

. PPm PPm 

1) ORGANIC 
RECOVERY or 
COMBUSTION*' 

2)  DEACTIVATION 
AND MEET UTSd 

K TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS 
ONLY 1 

LIQUIDS-MLLW 
SOLIDS-LLW . 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

FM- W34 6 D001A* CURING COMPOUND 173 0 . 4  0 0 NOT AVAILABLE ORGANIC 
RECOVERY or 
COMBUSTION* 

K PK 

- 
PK 

- 
SA 

3A 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS 
ONLY) 

LIQUIDS-MLLW 
SOLIDS-LLW 

FM-W327 
~ 

D001A* FLOOR COATING BASE 356 0 . 8  0 0 
~~ 

ORGANIC 
RECOVERY or 
COMBUSTION* 

K Uran. 0.01 _ _  
w t 2  

0.5 - -  
w t 2  

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 

ONLY) 
(LIQUIDS 

LIQUIDS-MLLW 
SOLIDS-LLW 

TSCA . 
INCINERATOR 

FM- W 197 D001A* )ILY SLUDGES, HIGH 
'REE METAL FROM 
'LANT 6 WATER 
PREATMENT AREA 

423 0 . 6  D 0 Jran. 151,300 _ _  
PPm 

w t %  . 
0.193 _ _  

IRGANIC 
lECOVERY or 
:OMBUSTION* 

K 
LIQUID MIXED 
RASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS 
lNLY) LIQUIDS-MLLW 

SOLIDS-LLW 
FM-W215 D001A* :OPPER CONTAMINATED 

lUMP CAKE FROM THE 
:ENERAL SUMP 

36,831 31.0 1 0 Iran. 667 1,356 
PPm PPm 

1.04 
w t 2  w t 2  

1235 1.03 

)RGANIC 
LECOVERY or 
!OMBUSTION* 

K rSCA 
INCINERATOR 

LIQUID MIXED 
VASTE PROJECT 
[LIQUIDS 
INLY) JQUI DS -MLLW 

;OLIDS - LLW 
G 
8\9 
b.lr PSTP - Appendix C 

# STP-001 Rev 1 C-183 



MIXED LOW LEVEL WASTE STREAMS TO BE 
TREATED BY TREATMENT TRAIN IC 

- - 

50068 

- 
50178 

- 
50346 

..... 

FM-W225 NON-OILY SLUDGE FOR 
ROASTING FROM 
GENERAL SUMP 

0 I 13,990 13.4 D001A* Uran. 1,080 1,39( 
PPm ppn 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

ORGANIC 
RECOVERY or 
COMBUSTION* 

K 
- U235 ' 0.84 0.9f 

w t %  w t !  LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS 
ONLY 

K 

LIQUIDS-MLLW 
SOLIDS-LLW 

FM-W339 D001A+ 76 0.2 0 I Uran. 250,000 _ _  - 
PPm 

ORGANIC 
RECOVERY or 
COMBUSTION* 

FURNACE SALT, NON- 
CHLORIDE TSCA 

INCINERATOR 
U235 0.92 - -  - 

w t %  LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 

ONLY) 
(LIQUIDS LIQUIDS-MLLW 

SOLIDS-LLW 

FM -N3 6 5 D001A* 292 0.4 0 C Uran. 7 0 , 0 0 0  210,000 
P P ~  ppm 

OILY SLUDGE FROM 
OX I DATI ON ORGANIC 

RECOVERY or 
COMBUSTION* 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR K 

0.86 1.14 
w t %  Wt% LIQUID MIXED 

WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS 
ONLY) 

LIQUIDS-MLLW 
SOLIDS-LLW 

50341 FM-W264 D001A* DISCARD PROCESS 
RESIDUES FROM 
BOILER PLANT 

179 0.2 3 0 SA 

- 
SA 

ORGANIC 
RECOVERY or 
COMBUSTION* 

K TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

94 232 
P P ~  ppm 

u235 0.53 0.62 
w t t  w t %  LIQUID MIXED 

NASTE PROJECT 

INLY) 
(LIQUIDS LIQUIDS-MLLW 

SOLIDS-LLW 
j0355 D001A* 3ISCARD PROCESS 

iESIDUES FROM 
?ENERAL SUMP 

DRGANIC 
RECOVERY or 
COMBUSTION* 

rSCA 
INCINERATOR 

3,675 3.2 Uran. 60 120 
P P ~  ppm 
0.87 0.89 

w t %  w t %  

K 
JIQUID MIXED 
lASTE PROJECT 
ILIQUIDS )NLY) XQUIDS-MLLW 

:OLIDS-LLW 

'M-N388 DOOlAt .ONTAMINATED NON- 
3URNABLES 

1,445 0 . 0  126 
PPm PPm 

1235 0.54 0.63 
w t %  w t %  

Jran. 100 SA 

- 

YSCA 
: NCI NERATOR 

I ' 0  K IRGANIC 
(ECOVERY or 
:OMBUSTION* 

aIQUID MIXED 
IASTE PROJECT 
LIQUIDS 
INLY) f 

IIQUIDS-MLLW . 
OLIDS- LLW 

PSTP - Appendix C 
# STP-001 Rev 1 C-184 



MIXED LOW LEVEL WASTE STREAMS TO BE 
TREATED BY TREATMENT TRAIN K 

COMBUSTION* 
LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 

C-185 PSTP - Appendix C R3 
# STP-001 Rev 1 . +,, 

??3 



TREATMENT TRAIN 

----1) Stabilization - Incineration Liquid Bulking/ 
Aggregation 

a MIXED WASTE PROJECT NAME 
€3 a . 

@3 
@ 

C h em i c a I Treat m en t Pro j ec t 

Simple 
Segregation -r) 

I 

Pressurized 
Container - 
Treatment 

C-186 

- * 

. I Mixed Waste I 

Disposal 
Testing Debris Bulking 

(> 60 mm) 

PSTP . Appendix C, E\a 
# STP-001 Rev 1 



MIXED LOW LEVEL WASTE STREAM TO BE 
TREATED BY TREATMENT TRAIN L 

196 OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

L cO.2 262 0.3 NOT AVAILABLE PK DEACTIVATION* FM-N376 D001D* FLAMMABLE AEROSOLS 11 
DO07 
DO08 
DO18 
DO19 

. DO35 
DO39 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
STANDARDS ARE TREATMENT CONCENTRATION PROJECT 
BASED 

CHEMICAL 

C-187 
F 

PSTP - Appendix C 
# STP.001 Rev 1 



Segregation 

I I - 
TREATMENT TRAIN 

M 

(Treatment Technology Standard) 

Amalgamation Mixed Waste 
(DO091 Testing Disposal 

(c 60 mm) 

Liquid Bulking/ Testing -+ -I) Aggregation 

I Shredding - 1  

Wastewater 
Treatment 

(D002, D004-D043) 

I I 
Chemical - 

Screening 
(DOO9-Trash) 

MIXED WASTE PROJECT NAME 

C h em i ca I Treat m e n t Pro j ec t 

Mixed Waste 

Debris Bulking (< TSC-Listed) 

LLW Disposal 
(< TSC D004-DO43) 

C-I88  PSTP . Appendix C 
# STP.001 Rev 1 



423 FM-W034 

432 , FM- W03 8 

635 FM- W2 9 1 

855 FM-W294 

1199 FM-W100 

1272 FM-N377 

D009D 

DO068 
D008B 
D009C 

~ 

D009C 

D009C 

D009C 

DO07 
DO088 
D009C 

MIXED LOW LEVEL WASTE STREAMS TO BE 
TREATED BY TREATMENT TRAIN M 

USED MERCURY 20 0.2 
(ELEMENTAL) FROM 
LAB 

MERCURY THERMOMETER 119 , 1.0 
SPILL CLEAN-UP 
MATERIALS FROM LAB 

MERCURY SPILL 143 0.4 
RESIDUE AND SPENT 
MERCURY-CONTAINING 
BATTERIES 

MERCURY BATTERI.ES 667 0.6 

MERCURY 909 1.6 
CONTAMINATED FLOOR 
TILE & PIPE 
INSULATION 

MERCURY 
CONTAMINATED 
MATERIALS FROM SINK 
TRAPS IN LAB 

32 0.2 

0 0 

307 0.2 

0 0 

2 GO.1 

0 0 

0 0 

NOT AVAILA~LE 1 
- U235 0.452 0.530 PK 

w t %  SA w t 9  

NOT AVAILABLE PK 

NOT AVAILABLE PK 

Uran. 0.01 PK - -  ,I w t %  

0235 0.5 - -  
w t %  

NOT AVAILABLE PK 
SA 

C-189 

I - M  
AMALGAMATION+ ' 

I CHEMTCAT. 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM -. .- _. - 

MLLW TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

I 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM CHEMICAL 

TREATMENT ...... 

M ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT . 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

I MLLW I PROJECT 
I 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 

BASED TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT. 

M ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION CHEMICAL SYSTEM 
BASED 

MLLW TREATMENT 
PROJECT . 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 

M ESTABLISHED 
I'REATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
ZONCENTRATION SYSTEM 
3ASED CHEMICAL 

TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

3STABLISHED 
PREATMENT CHEMICAL 
STANDARDS ARE TREATMENT 

TREATMENT 3ASED 

PROJECT 

SYSTEM 

PSTP - Appendix C )..d 
# STP-001 Rev 1 w 



I 

2418 FM-N399 

D009D ELEMENTAL MERCURY 
IN EQUIPMENT - 

' SWITCHES, 
THERMOMETERS, ETC . 

D009C TRASH OLD 
FLUORESCENT LIGHT 
BULBS 

SCRAP SALT, HIGH F 
FROM MMES, INC. I D009C 

I 

MIXED LOW LEVEL WASTE STREAMS TO BE 
TREATED BY TREATMENT TRAIN M 

202 0 . 4  961 1.1 

116 0 . 2  0 0 

5 0.2 0 0 

NOT AVAILABLE PK 

NOT AVAILABLE PK 
SA 

I Uran. 553,000 5 6 7 , 0 0 0  SA 
ppm ppm 

- -  I 0 . 7 2  
wtb 

c-190 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

M 
OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

M 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

M 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

OHIO CHEMICAL MOBILE 

TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

MLLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

MLLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

MLLW 

Q 

PSTP - Appendix C + 
# STP-001 Rev 1 
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TREATMENT TRAIN 
N 

Neutralization/Precipitation - 

MIXED WASTE PROJECT NAME 
UNH Neutralization System 

Low Level Waste Disposal I 

P 

c-191 

R3 
PSTP Appendix C 
# STP.001' Rev le 



MIXED LOW LEVEL WASTE STREAM TO BE 
TREATED BY TREATMENT TRAIN N 

U235 0.99 ESTABLISHED 
NEUTRALIZATION 

CONCENTRAT 

c-192 

< 

P 

4! 
6\3 
w PSTP - Appendix'C 

# STP-001 Rev 1 



TREATMENT TRAIN 

Water Make-up . 

co Gas Neutralization Reagent Solids 

30% CaCQ 
70% Ca(OH)*(Lirne) 

28.7% HF 

Neutrallzed Slurr 

pH 6-8 

SLURRY FILTRATION 

Filtered Neutralized 
Solids to Disposal 

N EUTR ALI ZAT I ON TANK 

p 'i, 

Filtrate Discharge 

MIXED WASTE PROJECT NAME 

HF RCRA Closure 

C-I93 * PSTP Appendix 
# STP.001' Rev 



MIXED LOW LEVEL WASTE STREAM TO BE 
TREATED BY TREATMENT TRAIN 0 

HYDROFLUORIC ACID 

HF TANK CAR 

, C-194 

w 
R3 
F 

PSTP - Appendix C 
# STP-001 Rev 1 



TREATMENT TRAIN 

Precipation/Filtration/ 
Stabilization 

MIXED WASTE PROJECT NAME 
Thorium Nitrate RCRA Closure 

c-195 

* 
R9 

PSTP . Appendix C Isr 
# STP.001 Rev 1 



2594 

C- 196 

THORIUM 
NITRATE . 
TREATMENT 

P DEACTIVATION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 

pCi/ml TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE RCRA . 
CONCENTRATION 

FM-N359 D002A* THORIUM NITRATE 8892.0 22.0 0 0 Th-228 0.0021 - - -  PK 
D006B SOLUTION IN TANK pCi/ml SA 
DO07 T- 2 

THORIUM NITRATE SYSTEM 
Th-230 ~0.0038 - - -  

Th-232 ~0.0027 - - -  - 
pCi/ml BASED LLW 

t' 

PSTP - Appendix C 
# STP-001 Rev 1 

ax3 
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921" 
Appendix C , Suppl ement 

Update o f  FEMP Mixed Waste Streams 

Appendix C. Supplement i s  provided t o  update the FEMP PSTP mixed waste inventory .  
The FEMP'PSTP was submitted i n  March 1995 t o  the  OEPA. The mixed waste inventory 
i n  the March 1995 PSTP was current t o  October 1. 1994. 

Adjustments t o  the inventory are segmented as they apply t o  t h e  PSTP Preferred 
Options. A revised estimated t o t a l  of mixed waste t o  be t rea ted  by each PSTP 
Preferred Option i s provi  ded. 

Extensive informat ion on each FEMP waste stream has been incorporated i n  these 
tab les.  A key de f i n ing  the column headers on the  tab les begins on page C - 1: 
The reader should review and become f a m i l i a r  w i t h  the  e n t i r e  key p r i o r  t o  
i n t e r p r e t i n g  the tab les i n Appendix C, Supplement . 



APPENDIX C ,  SUPPLEMENT 
UPDATE OF FEMP MIXED WASTE STREAMS 
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1.0 Introduction 

The adjustments provided i n  Appendix C ,  Supplement do not change the  
PSTP Preferred Options or  the treatment schedules provided i n  t h e  Plan 

I Volume. 

* 1 2 1 2  
Appendix C. Supplement i s  provided t o  update the  FEMP PSTP mixed waste 
inventory.  
mixed waste inventory i n  the March 1995 PSTP, was current t o  October 1, 
1994. Since October 1994 the FEMP has t reated o r  disposed o f  mixed 
waste through CERCLA Removal Actions and RCRA Closures. Addi t ional  
character izat ion and generation o f  mixed waste streams has a lso 
occurred. 

The FEMP PSTP was submitted i n  March 1995 t o  the  OEPA. The 

This update includes inventory adjustments made from October 1, 1994 t o  
Ju l y  1, 1995. Adjustments i n  inventory may occur due t o :  

0 Newly characterized waste streams 

0 Previously characterized waste streams which now have 
inventory 

0 Waste streams which have been re-character ized as non- 
hazardous 

0 Waste streams which have been t rea ted  

0 Waste streams which have been shipped f o r  f i n a l  d i s p o s i t i o n  

0 EPA Code and Treatment Standard changes r e s u l t i n g  from 
sampling and analysis o r  enhanced process knowledge 

0 New knowledge o f  the physical s t a t e  o f  t he  waste from Real- 
Time Radiography o r  V i  sua1 Inspections 

Adjustments t o  the inventory are segmented as they apply t o  t h e  PSTP 
Preferred Options. A revised estimated t o t a l  o f  mixed waste t o  be 
t rea ted  by each PSTP Preferred Option i s  provided. 
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2.0 Inventory Adjustment Presentation 
&b 7 2 1 2  

Adjustments t o  the FEMP mixed waste inventory from October 1. 1994 t o  
Ju l y  1, 1995 are provided. A summary sheet which i d e n t i f i e s  the  mixed 
waste stream inventory adjustments has been produced f o r  each of t he  
e igh t  Preferred Options. The inventory adjustments have been d i  v i  ded 
i n t o  f i v e  possible categories f o r  each Preferred Option. Each Preferred 
Option may have adjustments i n  none. any. o r  a l l  of the f i v e  categor ies.  
If adjustments have been made they are presented i n  a t a b l e  which 
provides the  same format as Appendix C .  Treatment Trains.  o f  t he  FEMP 
PSTP Rev 1. A l l  adjustments are i d e n t i f i e d  using the s t r i k e  out and 
r e d l i n e  system. The summary page i s  i d e n t i f i e d  w i t h  the  PSTP Section 
associated w i th  each preferred opt ion ( f o r  example, Section 3.1 .1)  . 
tab les are a lso i d e n t i f i e d  by the PSTP Section as we l l  as the  
alphabet ical  designation described below ( f o r  example, Table 3.1.1-A). 

The tabular  summary o f  t he  f i v e  categories i s  de ta i l ed  below: 

The 

Table A: Waste Stream Addit ions t o  the PSTP Preferred Option from 
October 1. 1994 t o  J u l y  1, 1995. 

This category consists o f  newly characterized waste streams 
and previously characterized waste streams which now have 
inventory.  This category w i l l  show a net gain i n  inventory 
f o r  t he  Preferred Option. 

Table B: Waste Stream Subtractions t o  the PSTP Preferred Option from 
October 1, 1994 t o  J u l y  1. 1995. 

This category consists o f  waste streams which have been 
removed from the PSTP because they have been r e -  
character i  zed as non- hazardous based on sampl i ng and 
analysis o r  re-examination o f  process knowledge, treatment 
completion and/or waste disposal .  This category w i l l  show a 
net loss i n  inventory f o r  the Preferred Option. 

Table C :  Waste Stream Volume and Informat ion Adjustments as a r e s u l t  
o f  Consolidations, EPA Code changes, o r  addi t ional  
Generation i n  the same Waste Stream. 

This category consists o f  waste streams where t h e  EPA Code 
has changed without causing a change i n  Preferred Option o r  
where an adjustment t o  the  current inventory has been made 
t o  r e f l e c t  addi t ional  generation o r  reduct ion i n  t h e  waste 
stream. Adjustments i n  t h i s  category may show no change i n  
current  inventory ,  a net  loss, and/or a net  gain i n  
inventory f o r  the Preferred Option. 

Appendix C , Supplement 
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Table 0: Waste Streams Transferred out o f  the PSTP Preferred Option. 

This category consists o f  waste streams t rans fe r red  out o f  
the Preferred Option because the  Treatment Standard has been 
revised. These rev is ions may be t h e  r e s u l t  o f  changes i n  
EPA Codes o r  new knowledge o f  physical  s t a t e  from Real-Time 
Radi ography and/or v i  sua1 i nspecti  ons . The t rans fe r  of 
m i  xed waste streams between Preferred Options i s  expl a i  ned 
i n  Section 2 . 4 . 1  o f  t h e  Background Volume. Adjustments i n  
t h i s  category w i l l  show a net loss i n  inventory  f o r  t h e  
Preferred Option. 

Table E: Waste Streams Transferred i n t o  the PSTP Preferred Option. 

This category consists o f  waste streams t rans fe r red  i n t o  t h e  
more sui t a b l e  Preferred Option because t h e  Treatment 
Standard has been revised. These rev is ions may be the  
r e s u l t  o f  changes i n  EPA Codes o r  new knowledge of physical  

. s t a t e  from Real -Time Radiography and/or v isual  inspect ions.  
The t r a n s f e r  o f  mixed waste streams between Preferred 
Options i s  explained i n  Section 2 . 4 . 1  o f  t he  Background 
Volume. Adjustments i n  t h i s  category w i l l  show a net  gain 
i n  inventory f o r  the Preferred Option. 
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3.0 Inventory Adjustments 

a Adjustments t o  the  FEMP mixed waste inventory from October 1, 1994 t o  
Ju l y  1. 1995 are presented i n  tables as described i n  Section 2 . 0 .  A 
t a b l e  was not created if there were no inventory adjustments i n  a 
category (Table A . B , C . D , E ) .  A summary sheet o f  a l l  waste stream 
adjustments i s  provided for each of the e ight  Preferred Options. 

a 

... 
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Waste Stream Adjustments 

Table A: Total waste stream additions to the PSTP PO from 

Table B: Total waste stream subtractions to the PSTP PO from 

Table C: Total waste stream volume and information adjustments 

October 1, 1994 to July 1, 1995. 

October 1, 1994 to July 1, 1995. 

as a result of consolidations, EPA Code changes, or 
additional generation in the same waste stream. 

SUMMARY OF WASTE STREAM ADJUSTMENTS TO THE PREFERRED OPTION 

Quantity Added Quantity 

(kg) (m3) (kg) 

- -  - _  - -  

19,710 - -  - -  

- -  - -  - -  

3.1.1 HYDROFLUORIC ACID (HF) NEUTRALIZATION SYSTEM 

Table D: Total waste streams transferred out of the PSTP 

Table E: Total waste streams transferred into the PSTP 

Preferred Option. 

Preferred Option. 

SUBTOTALS OF CHANGES FOR PREFERRED OPTION 

~ ~~~~ 

- -  - _  - -  - -  

- _  - _  - -  _ _  

- -  - -  19,710 19.72 

Removed 

Revised Totals for  Preferred 0 ization System 

Total for Preferred Option Submitted i n  March 1995 

Subtotal for  Quantity Added 

Subtotal f o r  Quantity Removed 

ESTIMATED REVISED TOTALS 

19.72 

(kg) 

19,710 

0.0 

1 9 , 7 1 0  

0.0 

1 9 . 7 2  

0 . 0  

1 9 . 7 2  

0.0 ‘ F  
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Appendix C - Supplement 
3.1.1-B WASTE STREAM SUBTRACTIONS TO THE PSTP PREFERRED OPTION 

FROM OCTOBER 1, 1994 TO JULY 1, 1995 
PREFERRED OPTION: 

HYDROFLUORIC ACID (HF) NEUTRALIZATION SYSTEM 

WASTE 
DESCRIPTION 

MWIR EPA 
ID# CODES 

1691 FM-W112 D002A' 

- QW 5 YEAR RATE RADIOLOGICAL 
CONCKNTRATION 

LDR 
TRBATKKNT 
STANDARD 

DILUTE 
HYDROFLUORIC ACID I . . . ... . . . . . I ..... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

~ 

TRSATXKNT 
TRAINS/ 

PROJECT NAME 

< 4 5  
PPm 

HF TANK CAR This waste 
stream was 
treated as 
scheduled. I I 

BASIS 
OF 

CHAR. 

PK l o  DEACTIVATION' 

HF RCRA I CLOSURE 

PREFERRED 
OPTION(S)/ 
DISPOSAL 
OPTION 

HF 
NEUTRAL1 ZATION 
SYSTEM 

LLW 
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Appendix C, Supplement 

SUMMARY OF WASTE STREAM ADJUSTMENTS TO THE PREFERRED OPTION 

3.1.2 URANYL NITRATE HEXAHYDRATE (UNH) TREATMENT SYSTEM 

Quantity Added Quantity Removed 

(kg) (m3 (kgl (m3 ) 
Waste Stream Adjustments 

- -  - -  Table A :  Total waste stream additions to the PSTP PO from 113,550 113.5 
October 1, 1994 to July 1, 1995. 

October 1, 1994 to July 1, 1995. 

as a result of consolidation, EPA Code changes, or 
additional generation in the same waste stream. 

Preferred Option. 

Preferred Option. 

SUBTOTALS OF CHANGES FOR PREFERRED OPTION 113,550 

Table B: Total waste stream subtractions to the PSTP PO from - -  - -  - -  - -  

Table C: Total waste stream volume and information adjustments - -  - -  - -  - -  

Table D: Total waste streams transferred out of the PSTP - -  - -  - -  - -  

Table E: Total waste streams transferred into the PSTP - -  - -  - -  - -  

113.5 - -  - -  

Subtotal f o r  Quantity Added 113,550 113.5 

Subtotal f o r  Quantity Removed 0.0 0.0 
~ 

ESTIMATED REVISED TOTALS 

C-203 
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- 
MBP u MWIR EPA WASTE CURRE?4T QTY 5 YEAR RATE RADIOLOGICAL B A S I S  LDR TRERTUENT PREPKRRED 

I D #  CODBS DBSCRIPTION CONCKLJTRATION OP TREATMENT TRAINS/ OPTION(S) / 
CHAR. STANDARD PROJECT NAME DISPOSAL 

OPTION (kg) (m’) (kg) (m’ 1 Ave. Max. 

UNH 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

N 2084 FM-W505 D002A‘ NITRIC ACID 113,550 113.5 0 0 Uran. 13.5 - -  PK DEACTIVATION’ 
DO07 PPm SA 

_ _  REMA IN I NG 

TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION EmTRALIZATION 
BASED 

U235 0.28 - 
pCi/rnl ESTABLISHED 

LLW SYSTEM 

NET GAIN 113,550 113.5 0 0 

3.1.2-A WASTE STREAM ADDITIONS TO THE PSTP PREFERRED OPTION 
FROM OCTOBER 1, 1994 TO JULY 1, 1995 

PREFERRED OPTION: 
URANYL NITRATE HEXAHYDRATE (UNH) TREATMENT SYSTEM 
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Appendix C, Supplement 

SUMMARY OF WASTE STREAM ADJUSTMENTS TO THE PREFERRED OPTION 

3.1.3 THORIUM NITRATE TREATMENT SYSTEM 

Waste Stream Adjustments 

Table A: Total waste stream additions to the PSTP PO from 
October 1, 1994 to July 1, 1995. 

October 1, 1994 to July 1, 1995. 

as a result of consolidation, EPA Code changes, or 
additional generation in the same waste stream. 

Table B: Total waste stream subtractions to the PSTP PO from 

Table C: Total waste stream volume and information adjustments 

~ ~~~~ 

Table D: Total waste streams transferred out of the PSTP 
Preferred Option. 

~~ ~ ___ ~~ 

Table E: Total waste streams transferred into the PSTP 
Preferred Option. 

SUBTOTALS OF CHANGES FOR PREFERRED OPTION 

C - 205 
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SUMMARY OF WASTE STREAM ADJUSTMENTS TO THE PREFERRED OPTION 

3.1.4 WASTEWATER TREATMENT 

Table C: Total waste stream volume and information adjustments 
as a result of consolidation, EPA Code changes, or 
additional generation in the same waste stream. 

Table D: Total waste streams transferred out of the PSTP 
Preferred Option. 

Preferred Option. 

SUBTOTALS OF CHANGES FOR PREFERRED OPTION 

Table E: Total waste streams transferred into the PSTP 

Waste Stream Adjustments 

~~ 

- -  - -  4,663.0 4.4 

- -  161 0.4 - -  

- -  - -  7,757.0 8 . 8  

14,926.0 16.2 161.0 0.4 

~ I Quantity Added I Quantity Removed 

Subtotal for Quantity Removed 

ESTIMATED REVISED TOTALS 

I 2,506.0 I Table A: Total waste stream additions to the PSTP PO from 
October 1, 1994 to July 1, 1995. 

~ _ _ _ ~  

161.0 0.4 

36.0 34,005.0 

3 . 0  1 - --r 
I Table B: Tdtal waste stream subtractions to the PSTP PO from 

October 1, 1994 to July 1, 1995. - -  I - -  I I- I 

Total for Preferred Option Submitted in March 1995 

11 Subtotal for Quantity Added I 14,926.01 16.2 11 
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3.1.4-A WASTE STREAM ADDITIONS TO THE PSTP PREFERRED OPTION 

FROM OCTOBER 1, 1994 TO JULY 1, 1995 
PREFERRED OPTION: 

WASTEWATER TREATMENT 

M8P I MWIR 
ID# 

WASTE 
DESCRIPTION 

BASIS 
OP 

CKAR. 

LDR 
TREATHXNT 
STANDARI) 

TRXATKENT 
TRAINS/ 

PROJECT NAME 

PREFERRES 
OPTION(S)/ 
DISPOSAL 
OPTION 

KPA 
CODES 

D002A’ 
DO04 
DO38 

RADIOLOGICAL 
CONCENTRRTION 

Ave. Hax. 

2606 FM-W446 206 0.2 Uran. - -  20.4 
PPm 

PK 
SA A ACID DIGEST - 

ARSENIC 
WASTEWATER 
TREATMENT 
(ON - S ITE ) 

DEACTIVATION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

DEACTIVATION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

DEACTIVATION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED - - - - 
aAS€.B 

317 _. 
pCi/g LIQUID MIXED 

WASTE PROJECT 
( LIQUIDS 
ONLY) LLW 

WASTEWATER 
TREATMENT 
(ON- SITE ) 

2607 FM - w4 4 7 D002A’ 
DOO8B 
DO18 

ACID DIGEST - NO 
MERCURY 

205 0.2 0 0 PK 
SA A 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE (LIQUIDS PROJECT 

ONLY) LLW 

WASTEWATER 
TREATMENT 
(ON- SITE ) 

2687 FM-W468 DOO2A’ 
DOOBB 

528 0.6 0 0 Vran. - -  28.2 
PPm 

E - -  1,300 
pCi/g 

PK 
SA 

ACID (EXT) WASTE 
WITH LEAD A 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE (LIQUIDS PROJECT 

ONLY) LLW 

10015 FM- W4 7 0 DO39 U-CONTAMINATED 
WATER FROM PILOT 
PLANT EXTRACTION 
AREA 

1,567 2.0 0 0 SA WASTEWATER 
TREATMENT 
(ON- S ITE) 

LLW 

Uran. 109 
w m  A 

E 0.79 _ -  
wt % 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
ONLY) (LIQUIDS 

NET GAIN 2,506 3.0 

~ 

0 0 

F 
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3.1.4-C WASTE STREAM VOLUME AND INFORMATION ADJUSTMENTS AS A RESULT OF CONSOLIDATION, 
EPA CODE CHANGES, OR ADDITIONAL GENERATION IN THE SAME WASTE STREAM 

PREFERRED OPTION: 
WASTEWATER TREATMENT 

- 
BASIS 

OF 
CBAR. 

PK 

mEp # MWIR 
ID# 

EPA 
CODES 

WASTE 
DBSCRIPTION 

5 YEAR RATE 

~ ~~ 

RADIOLOOICAL 
CONCXNTMTION 

Ave. Max. 

PREFERRED 
OPTION(S) / 
DISPOSAL 
OPTION 

. , LDR 
TREATMENT 
STANDARD 

TREATMENT 
TRAINS/ 

PROJECT NAKE 

1178 FM - W 0 96 GROUNDWATER FROM 
WELL #2649 

752 1.2 

~~ 

1,537 1.3 ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

A VSTEWATER 

(ON-S ITE) 
~EATMENT 

LLW 

NOT AVAILABLE DO07 
WJaa 

DOO2B' 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
( LIQUIDS 
ONLY) 

NO CHANGE IN 
QUANTITY 

1462 FM-N360 CONTAMINATED 
WATER FROM 
CHEMICAL PIT #2 
SURFACE CAP 

3 9 4 8 r 6  
W 3  0.6  

0 0 Uran. 0.1 0.1 
PPm PPm 

U235 0.201 0.579 
w t  z wtb 

- 

PK 
SA 

DEACTIVATION* WASTEWATER 
TREATMENT 
(ON-SITE) 

LLW 

A 
LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
( LIQUIDS 
ONLY) 

2362 FM- N3 93 RADIOACTIVE 
ACIDIC LAB WASTE 

1 0 , 5 4 4  9.4 0 - 0  Uran. 1.25 2.52 
PPm PPm 

DEACTIVATION. 

~ ~ 

WASTEWATER 
TREATMENT 
(ON- S ITE 

LLW 

A DOO2A' 
DO07 
DO088 
DO18 
DDt9 
m21 
0022 
8B38 
D02 9 
DO35 
DO39 
DO4 0 
0043  

DOO2A' 

PK 
SA 

PK 

.201 399 
pCi/l pCi/l 

REMAIN I NG 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

u235 12 23 
pCi/l pCi/l 

- U238 456 745 
pCi/g pCi/l LIQUID MIXED 

WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS 
ONLY ) 

NO CHANGE IN 
QUANTITY 

2554 FM-N395 ACID WASTE NOT AVAILABLE DEACTIVATION' WASTEWATER 
TREATMENT 
(ON- SITE) 

w 4 - Q  
7,T4tr16 B a A 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS 
ONLY 1 LLW 

NET GAIN 4,663 4 . 4  1,537 1.3 
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FM-N394 1 Ave. Max. I I I 
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3.1.4-D WASTE STREAMS TRANSFERRED OUT OF THE PSTP PREFERRED OPTION 
PREFERRED OPTION: 

WASTEWATER TREATMENT 

I OPTION 

EPA 
CODES 

PK Fool 
F002 
F005A 

ESTABLISHED TRANSFERRED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

FROM: 

A 
LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

WASTE 
DESCRIPTION 

RINSEATE WATER €Lr4 
0 . 0  Q .b 

5 YEAR RATE 

0 0 

161 0.4 

C-209 

LDR TREATMENT 
CONCENTRATION TRAINS/ 2s I TREATMENT I 

PROJECT NAKE STANDARD 

PREFERRED 
DISPOSAL OPTION(S) / 

NOT AVAILABLE WASTEWATER 
TREATMENT 
(ON-S ITE ) 

LLW 

PSTP - Appendix C - Suppl 
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383 

1229 

1773 

EPA 
CODES 

DO11 

w 
DO088 

4x324 
w 
DO39 
8848 
W4.a 
w43 

ntmc 

MWIR 
ID# 

FM-WOO8 

FM-W101 

FM-W315 DO11 

Appendix C - Supplement 
3.1.4-E WASTE STREAMS TRANSFERRED INTO THE PSTP PREFERRED OPTION 

PREFERRED OPTION: 
WASTEWATER TREATMENT 

WASTE 
DESCRIPTION , 

X-RAY FIXER & 
DEVELOPER, CLEAR 
LIQUID 

CONTAMINATED SUMP 
WATER 

CONCENTRATE FIXER 

RADIOLOGICAL 
CONCENTRATION 

Ave. Max. 

NOT AVAILABLE 

Th. 7.62 - -  - 
911 

Uran. 577 - -  - 
PPm 

- U235 1.1 - -  
wt% 

NOT AVAILABLE 

c-210 

LDR 
TREATMENT 
STANDARD 

PK ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

PK 
SA - - 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

PK ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

TREATMENT 
TRAINS/ 

PROJECT NAMB 

TRANSFERRING 
TO: 

A 
LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

TRANSFERRING 
TO: 

A 
LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

TRANSFERRING 
TO: 

A 
LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

PRBPBRRKD 
OPTION(S)/ 
DISPOSAL OPTION 

WASTEWATER 
TREATMENT SITE) (ON- 

LLW 

WASTEWATER 
TREATMENT SITE) (ON- 

LLW 

WASTEWATER 
TREATMENT (ON- 
SITE) 

LLW 

* 
iN 
c.r 

PSTP - Appendix C - SuppMent 
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2363 

- 

UWIR 
ID# 

FM-N3 8 2 

EPA 
CODES 

D001C” 
DOO2B” 
D006B 
D008B 
D009C 
DO18 
DO35 
DO38 
DO39 
DO4 0 

- 
Appendix C - Supplement 

3.1.4-E WASTE STREAMS TRANSFERRED INTO THE PSTP PREFERRED OPTION 
PREFERRED OPTION: 

WASTEWATER TREATMENT 

WASTE 
DESCRIPTION 

CAUSTIC LAB WASTE 
FROM ANALYSIS OF 
SAMPLES 

NET GAIN 7 , 7 5 7  8 . 8  

5 YEAR RATE 

15,280 13.4 

RADIOLOGICAL 
CONCEWT~UTTON 

Ave. M a a x .  

215 - _  
ppm 

- U235 29.55 - -  
pCi/l 

- - 
BASIS 

OF 
CBAR. 

- 
PK 
SA 

- 

LDR 
TREATMENT 
STANDARD 

1) DEACTIVATION 
AND MEET UTS OR 
ORGANIC RECOVERY 
OR COMBUSTION’ 

2) DEACTIVATION* 

REMAIN1 NG 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

TRBATMENT 
PROJECT TRAINS/ NANB 

TRANSFERRING 
TO: 

A 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY 

PREFERRED 
OPTION(S)/ 
DISPOSAL OPTION 

WASTEWATER 
TREATMENT (ON- 
SITE) 

LLW 

c-211 w PSTP - Appendix C - Supp ment 
# STP-001 Rev. 1.1 
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SUMMARY OF WASTE STREAM ADJUSTMENTS TO THE PREFERRED OPTION 

~ 

1 6 5 , 9 6 2 . 3  

3.1.5 OHIO MOBILE STABILIZATION SYSTEM 

~ ~ 

1 7 6 . 3  

October 1, 1994 to July 1, 1995. 

11 Subtotal for Quantity Added I 18,992.0 I 22.6 11 

Table B: Total waste stream subtractions to the PSTP PO 
from October 1, 1994 to July 1, 1995. 

Subtotal for Quantity Removed 

ESTIMATED REVISED TOTALS 

- -  I 

165,962.3 176.3 

3 3 4 , 1 8 4 . 7  237 .v  I* 

Table C: Total waste stream volume and information 
adjustments as a result of consolidations, EPA 
Code changes, or additional generation in the 
same waste stream. 

Table D: Total waste streams transferred out of the PSTP 

Table E: Total waste streams transferred into the PSTP 

Preferred Option. 

Preferred Option. 

~~ 

- -  - -  I 

+ 15,349.0 

SUBTOTALS OF CHANGES FOR PREFERRED OPTION 1 8 , 9 9 2 . 0  2 2 . 6  

Quantity Removed 

- -  I 
165,801.3 . I 174*1 

- -  I 

c-212 

- 
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MWIR 
ID#  

FM-W427 

1 ~ ~ 4 3 9  

FM-W440 

KPA WASTK 
CODES DESCRIPTION 

DOO8B RAIN WATER FROM 
DO18 UST #8 FORMERLY 

STORING GASOLINE 

DOOBB EXCAVATED SOIL 
FROM SPILL UNDER 
BLDG. 64 LATHES 

D008B CLEANING AND WASH 

9 YEAR RATE 

(ks) (m’ 

0 0 

RADIOLOGICAL BASIS 
CONCWRATION OF 

cBI\R. 
Ave. Max. 

NOT AVAILABLE PK 

0 0 Uran. 417 668 PK ESTABLISHED 
P P  PPm SA TREATMENT 

STANDARDS ARE 
0.648 0.685 CONCENTRATION 
wt% wt% BASED 

0 0 Uran. 5,366 - -  PK ESTABLISHED 
P P  SA TREATMENT 

STANDARDS ARE 
0.851 - -  CONCENTRATION 
wt % BASED 

0 0 NOT AVAILABLE SA ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

0 0 96.3 - -  SA ESTABLISHED 
PPm TREATMENT 

STANDARDS ARE 
2.74 - -  CONCENTRATION 
wt % BASED 

3 . 1 . 5 - A  WASTE STREAM ADDITIONS TO THE PSTP PREFERRED OPTION 
FROM OCTOBER 1, 1994 TO JULY 1, 1995 

PREFERRED OPTION: 
OHIO MOBILE STABILIZATION SYSTEM 

WR 
TICgRTHENT 
STAND- 

TREATMZNT 
TRAINS/ 

PROJECT NAME 

PRXFgRRBD 
OPTION DISPOSAL (3) I 

OPTION 

KEF # 

487 ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

LLW STABILIZATION 
PROJECT 

I 
1 4 0 4  1.118 0.8 OHIO MOBILE 

STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

LLW STABILIZATION 
PROJECT 

1405 925 0.8 D OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

I LLW STABILIZATION 
PROJECT 

1946 110 0.2 D OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

LLW 

SOIL CUTTINGS 
FROM OUTDOOR 
FIRING RANGE 

NON-METALLIC 
MISCELLANEOUS 

STAB I LI ZATION 
PROJECT 

D 20041 118 0.4 0 ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 

Uran. 85.3 OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

d 

LLW 

SAMPLES f CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

0.11 - -  I wt% STABILIZATION 
PROJECT 

20109 112 0.8 D FM-W472 I DO04 DUST COLLECTOR 
D006B I BAGS OHIO MOBILE 

STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM I DOOBB I STABILIZATION 

PROJECT LLW 

PSTP - Appendix C - S 
# STP-001 

l-L 
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3.1.5-A WASTE STREAM ADDITIONS TO THE PSTP PREFERRED OPTION 
FROM OCTOBER 1, 1994 TO JULY 1, 1995 

PREFERRED OPTION: 
. OHIO MOBILE STABILIZATION SYSTEM 

EM-W474 

€M-W475 

FM-W476 

€M-W477 

DO04 
DOOBB 
DO11 

DOO8B 

DO088 

DOO8B NON RECOVERABLE 103 0.4 0 0 

3,643 5.0 0 0 

CODES 'T LDR 
TREATKL(NT 
STANDARD 

TREA- 
TRAI*S/ 

PRDJBCT NAME 

WASTE -pn 9 YgAR RATE 
DESCRIPTION 

RADIOLOGICAL 
CONCENTRATION 

Ave. Max. 

BASIS 
08 
m. 

PREPERRBD 
OPTION(S) / 
DISPOSAL 
OPTION 

20143 Uran. 500.000 - -  
PPm 

SA ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

D OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

LLW 
I U235 0.24 - -  

w t %  
- STABILIZATION 

PROJECT 

D 30174 Uran. 5 5 , 0 0 0  - -  
PPm 

U235 3.76 - -  
w t  % 

- 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

PK 
SA 

SA 

PK 
SA 

PK 
SA 

0 

STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED STABILIZATION 

PROJECT 

D 
LLW 

50203 OILY SLUDGE FOR I 68 0.2 I 0 0 
OX I DAT I ON 

Uran. 210,000 - -  
PPm 

U235 1.14 - -  
w t %  

- 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

LLW STABILIZATION 
PROJECT 

D 50412 I 364 o.2 I O NON-OILY SLUDGE 
FOR ROASTING 

0 Uran. - -  _ _  
- U235 0.95 - -  

w t %  

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

STABILIZATION 
PROJECT LLW 

60008 Uran. 185 - -  
PPm 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

D 
STABILIZATION 
PROJECT 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

0.44 - -  
W t  0. 

LLW 

NET GAIN 

PSTP - Appendix C - S M e m e n t  
# STP-001 &)/. 1.1 
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B A S I S  
OP 

CHAR. 

~ 

LDR TRRATMKNT PREPKRRKD 
TRKARIKNT TRAINS / OPTION(S) / 
STANDARD PROJECT NAMB DISPOSAL 

OPTION 

PK TREATMENT 
STANDARD 
EFFECTIVE 
09/19/96 

STAB I LI ZATION 
PROJECT ~~~?~~~,~~ 

STABILIZATION 
PROJECT aAs.EB LLW 

3.1.5-C WASTE STREAM VOLUME AND INFORMATION ADJUSTMENTS AS A RESULT OF CONSOLIDATION, 
EPA CODE CHANGES, OR ADDITIONAL GENERATION IN THE SAME WASTE STREAM 

PREFERRED OPTION: 
OHIO MOBILE STABILIZATION SYSTEM 

mF a MWIR 
ID# 

WASTE 
DESCRIPTION 

KPA 
CODES 

DO18 

5 YEAR RATE RADIOLOaIcAL 
CONCENTRATION 

Avei Max. 

1501 FM- W108 SPILL CLEAN UPS 
OF OIL AND GAS 

NOT AVAILABLE 

LIQUID MIXED OHIO 
WASTE PROJECT ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ Z A T 1 o N  
(LIQUIDS I REDUCTION IN 

WASTE DUE TO 
SHIPMENTS TO 
EUVIROCARE 

QUANTITY 
SPLIT BETWEEN 
TWO PREFERRED 
OPTIONS 

I ONLY) I 

30027 FM- W 19 0 CONTAMINATED 
SOIL, ROCKS, SAND 
FROM PLANT 2/3 
NORTH SIDE 
DIGESTOR AREA 

2,867 1.8 0 0 Uran. 39,000 76,000 
P P ~  w m  
1.17 1.27 
wt% wt% 

D OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM STANDARDS ARE 

CONCENTRATION 

STABILIZATION 
PROJECT 

NO CHANGE IN 
QUANTITY 

~ 

40137 FM- W2 0 9 ~ 0 0 1 ~ ’ ~  
D003Df’ 

UNFIRED REDUCTION 
CHARGES PLUS CAF2 

1.0 0.2 0 0 NOT AVAILABLE OHIO MOBILE 
RECOVERY OR STAB I LI ZATI ON 
COMBUSTION*’ SYSTEM 

STABILIZATION NO CHANGE IN 
QUANTITY 

50089 FM- W 3 6 1 D001E’ 
D003Df’ 

CONTAMINATED 
MAGNESIUM 

4-38 &-a 
2,523 Q.4 

657 0.7 Uran. 10.0 - -  
w t  s 

_ _  - U235 1.10 
wt% 

I ORGANIC 
RECOVERY COMBUSTION” OR 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

50090 FM-N419 CONTAMINATED 
MAGNESIUM 

%4 11 
0 0 

0 0 - Uran. 58.10 - -  
wt% 

- U235 0.2 
wt s 

_ _  
D PK 

SA - 
Tiuazwm - OHIO MOBILE 

STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

ARCHIVED INTO 
MEF 50089 

161 2.2 13,848 9.6 t NET GAIN 

PSTP - Appendix C 
# STP-001 
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9 3.1.5-D WASTE STREAMS TRANSFERRED OUT OF THE PSTP PREFERRED OPTION 

W 

PREFERRED OPTION: 
OHIO MOBILE STABILIZATION SYSTEM 

PREFgRRgD 
OPTION(S) / 
DISPOSAL 
OPTION 

WASTE 
DESCRIPTION 

LDR 
TREATMENT 
STANDARD 

TREATMENT 
TRAINS/ 

PROJECT NAMX 

MBF I 

538 

BPA 
CODES 

MWIR 
ID# 

FM- W 05 9 

RADIOLOGICAL 
CONCBNTRATION 

Ave . Max. 

BASIS 
OF 

CHAR. 

SA 

PK 
SA 

PK 
SA 

0 0 ESTABLISHED TRANSFERRING 
FROM: 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

- Th. 14 18 
pCi/g pCi/g 

SOIL BORING #1508 
FROM FIRE 
TRAINING GROUNDS 

TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 16.4 19.0 

pCi/g pCi/q D BASED 

STABILIZATION 
PROJECT LLW 

1229 fM-W101 CONTAMINATED SUMP 
WATER 

6,019 6.6 - - 
m4%A%&G - - 
l4mawwG 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

15,280 13.4 TRANSFERRING 
FROM : 

E OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

QUANTITY SPLIT 
BETWEEN TWO 
PREFERRED 
OPTIONS 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS 
ONLY) 

TRANSFERRING 
FROM : 

LIQUIDS-MLLW 
SOLIDS-LLW 

20007 FM-W156 DO11 OIL CONTAMINATED 
WET SUMP OR 
FILTER CAKE 

0 0 Uran. 61.2 _ _  
PPm 
1.11 _ _  
W t  k 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

62.2 

E OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM LIQUID MIXED 

WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS 
ONLY) QUANTITY SPLIT 

BETWEEN TWO 
PREFERRED LIQUID-MLLW 

SOLIDS-LLW STABILIZATION 
PROJECT OPTIONS 

PSTP - Appendix C Wupplement 
Rev. 1.1 # STP-001 C-216 
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3.1.5-D WASTE STREAMS TRANSFERRED OUT OF THE PSTP PREFERRED OPTION 
PREFERRED OPTION: 

OHIO MOBILE STABILIZATION SYSTEM 
- 

BPA 
CODES 

DO07 
DOO8B 

- - 
BASIS 
OF 

CHAR. 

WASTE 
DESCRIPTION 

MBP 0 MWIR 
ID0 

FM- W 15 9 

TREATMKNT 
TRAINS/ 

PROJKCT NAME 

RADIOLOGICU 
CONCKNTRATION 

Ave . wax. 

Uran. 12.9 28.6 
ppm PPm 

LDR 
TRBATMEm 
STAND- 

PRBPERRBD 
OPTION (S )  / 
DISPOSAL 
OPTION 

OHIO MOBILE 

SYSTEM 
STABILIZATION 

HIGH FLUORIDE 
SCRAP SALTS AND 
FLOOR SWEEPINGS 

0 0 20024 

20037 

2 0  G PK 
SA 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

TRANSFERRING 
FROM : 

- U235 0 . 6 9  0.74 
w t  2 w t  2 D 

STABILIZATION 
PROJECT 

TRANSFERRING 
FROM : 

E 

LLW 

PROCESS RESIDUES, 
TRAILER CAKES, 
WASTE SLURRIES, 
ETC. FROM PLANT 8 

362 0.6 0 0 Vran. 77.000 139,000 
PPm PPm 

- U235 0.57 0 . 7 2  
w t 2  w t  2 

PK 
SA 

- 
SA 

FM- W166 

FM-N349 

DO29 

DO07 

TREATMENT 
STANDARD 
EFFECTIVE 
09/19/96 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS 
ONLY) QUANTITY SPLIT 

BETWEEN TWO 
PREFERRED 
OPT IONS 

17.3 0.2 

STABILIZATION 
PROJECT LIQUIDS-MLLW 

SOLIDS-LLW 

OHIO MOBILE 

SYSTEM 
STAB I LI ZATION 

DUST COLLECTOR 
BAGS 

0 0 

~ 

Uran. 29.5 _ _  - 
w t %  

1.39 _ _  
w t  % 

20120 

40185 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

TRANSFERRING 
FROM : 

D 
STABILIZATION 
PROJECT 

rRANSFERRING 
FROM : 

E 

LLW 

FM- W2 12 )OOlF* 
)007 
IOO8B 

838 0.2 0 0 IMPURE THORIUM 
UITRATE (SOLID) 

Th. 41.4 _ _  
w t  % 

PK DEACTIVATION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 

BASED 
CONCENTRATION 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 2UANTITY SPLIT 

3ETWEEN TWO 
’REFERRED 
IPTIONS 

AIQUID MIXED 
VASTE PROJECT 
I LIQUIDS 
INLY 1 

LIQUIDS-MLLW zE9r  
PSTP - Appendix C - S u p v n t  * 
# STP-001 Re 1 1 C-217 



PK 
SA 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

DO04 
D008B 

ROASTED MGF2 AND 2,349 1.4 
OTHER MATERIAL 
FROM PLANT 8 
ROTARY KILN 

SA ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

SA ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

DO07 ROASTED SUMP AND 14,944 11.4 
FILTER CAKE FROM 
PLANT 8 ROTARY 
KILN 

Appendix C - Supplement 

3.1.5-D WASTE STREAMS TRANSFERRED OUT OF THE PSTP PREFERRED OPTION 
PREFERRED OPTION: 

OHIO MOBILE STABILIZATION SYSTEM I 

PREFERRED 
OPTION (S )  / 
DISPOSAL 
OPTION 

MXP # MWIR 
ID# DESCRIPTION 

EPA 
CODES 

5 YgAR RATE RALaOLOGIcAL 
CONCIWTRATION 

m- 
TRAINS/ 

PROJBCT NAMB 
Ave . Max. 

50058 FM-W222 DUST COLLECTOR 1 BAGS 1 2g E 0 0 Uran. 8 3  228 
ppm PPm 

U235 0.81 1.62 
w t  % w t %  

TRANSFERRING 
FROM : 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

STABILIZATION 
PROJECT 

TRANSFERRING 
FROM: 

LLW 

0 0 Uran. 428,000 475,000 
PPm PPm 

OHIO MOBILE 
STAB I LI ZATION 
SYSTEM 

50063- 

50148 

50165 

FM-W224 

FM- W24 2 

- U235 0.93 
w t  0 

0.94 
w t %  

STABILIZATION 
PROJECT 

TRANSFERRING 
FROM: 

LLW 

DO04 I SCRAP U308. HIGH I W 109.2 0 0 Uran. 740,000 790,000 
PPm PPm 

0.43 0.66 
w t %  w t %  

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

XQ?, 949 I FLUORIDE, FROM 
CRUCIBLE BURNOUT I IN PLANT 5 
CASTING AREA 

STABILIZATION 
PROJECT LLW 

FM- W24 5 0 0 TRANSFERRING 
FROM: 

D 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

Uran. 475.775 561,266 
PPm PPm TREATMENT 

STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

a 0.90 0.95 
w t  % w t  % 

STABILIZATION 
PROJECT LLW 

P 

* 
R3 

PSTP - Appendix C - SuBement 
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3.1.5-D WASTE STREAMS TRANSFERRED OUT OF THE PSTP PREFERRED OPTION 
PREFERRED OPTION: 

OHIO MOBILE STABILIZATION SYSTEM 
- - 
BASIS 

OF 
CBAR. 

W S T E  
DESCRIPTION 

LDR 
TRKA- 
STANDARD 

TREAnrENT 
TRAINS/ 

PROJECT NAMB 

mBF 0 

50169 

EPA 
CODES 

EaPIR 
I D #  

RADIOLoGfCAL 
CONC-TION 

PREPERRED 
OPTION(S) / 
DISPOSAt 
OPTION 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

Ave . Max. 

FM - W2 4 6 DO07 NON-OILY CLEAN- 
O U T  SLUDGE FOR 
ROASTING FROM 
PLANT 9 CASTING 

0 0 Uran. 160,000 336,000 
PPm P W  

SA ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

TRANSFERRING 
FROM : 

U235 1.03 - 
wt% 

1.04 
wt z D 

STABILIZATION 
PROJECT 

TRANSFERRING 
FROM : 

LLW 

50180 FM-W252 DO07 
D008B 
DO10 

FURNACE SALT, 
NON-CHLORIDE FROM 
PLANT 6 MACHINING 

10,942 7.6 0 0 - Uran. 2,430 6,230 
PPm PPm 

0.36 0.45 
PPm ppm 

SA ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
-CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

D 
STABILIZATION 
PROJECT 

TRANSFERRING 
FROM: 

E 

LLW 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

FM- W34 0 DO07 SLUDGES FOR 
BLENDING FROM 
PLANT 9 N-R 
FURNACE 

207 0 . 4  0 0 Uran. 3,030 12,350 
PPm PPm 

- U235 1.11 1.91 
wt% w t  % 

SA 

- 

~ 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

50197 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS 
ONLY) 

STABILIZATION 
PROJECT 

QUANTITY SPLIT 
BETWEEN TU0 
PREFERRED 
OPTIONS 

LIQUIDS-MLLW 
SOLIDS-LLW 

PSTP - Appendix C - Supplement 
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3.1.5-D WASTE STREAMS TRANSFERRED OUT OF THE PSTP PREFERRED OPTION 

PREFERRED OPTION: 
OHIO MOBILE STABILIZATION SYSTEM 

WAf3TE 
DESCRIPTION LDR 

TREATMENT 
STANDARD 

MWIR 
ID# 

EPA 
CODES PREPERRED 

OPTION(S) / 
DISPOSAL 
OPTION 

RADIOLOGICAL 
CONCXNTRATION 

BASIS 
OF 

CBAR. 

SA 

SA 

TRmTMENT 
TRAINS/ 

PROJECT NAME 
Ave . Max. 

50204 FM - W2 5 8 DOOlA* 
DO10 

OILY SLUDGE FOR 
OXIDATION WITH 
HIGH FREE METAL 
FROM LEBLOND 
RAPID BORER IN 
PLANT 9 MACHINING 
AREA 

153 0.2 Uran. 115,000 
PPm 

139,000 
PPm 

ORGANIC 
RECOVERY OR 
COMBUSTION* 

REM?! IN I NG 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

TRANSFERRING 
FROM : 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

- U235 0.79 1.10 
w t  % w t %  

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

E 
LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
( LIQUIDS 
ONLY) 

STABILIZATION PROJECT 

TRANSFERRING 
FROM : 

QUANTITY SPLIT 
BETWEEN TWO 
PREFERRED LIQUIDS-MLLW 

SOLIDS-LLW OPT IONS 

FM- W259 DO04 U308 FOR RE- 
OXIDATION FROM 
UNC INC. 

3,560 4.8 0 0 Uran. 80 . 82 
PPm ppm 

U235 1.25 _ _  - 
w t  % 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

50293 

STABILIZATION PROJECT LLW 

15,280 13.4 NET LOSS 165,801.3 174.1 

R 
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3.1.5-E WASTE STREAMS TRANSFERRED INTO THE PSTP PREFERRED OPTION 

PREFERRED OPTION: 
OHIO MOBILE STABILIZATION SYSTEM 

MWfR 
ID# 

- - 
BASIS 
OF 
CHAR. 

WASTE 
DESCRIPTION 

WEP I TREATMENT 
TRAINS/ 

PROJXCX NAME 

PREPERRBD 
OPTION(S) / 
DISPOSAL 
OPTION 

EPA 
CODES 

5 YEAR RATE LDR 
TREATMENT 
STANDARD 

RAD10LoG1cAt 
CONCENTRATION 

Avo. Max. 

FM-W077 DO088 
DO10 

107 0.2 0 0 - Uran. 5,187 13,443 
PPm PPm 

0.4 0 . 5  
w t  % w t %  

PK 
SA 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

TRANSFERRING 
TO: 

644 

1421 

1430 

TRASH, PADS, RAGS 
AND WATER 

D 
STABILIZATION 
PROJECT LLW 

FM- W2 9 8 DOOBB NON-RECOVERABLE 
TRASH: ONLY RAGS. 
PADS, GLOVES AND 
PLASTIC WITH 
GREASE 

H.. . @  
.. .  . ... .. I9 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

0 0 Uran. 16,900 17,208 
PPm PPm 

U235 0.675 0.712 
w t  % w t  % 

- 
PK 
SA 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

TRANSFERRING 
TO: 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION SYSTEM ' 

D 
STABILIZATION 
PROJECT 

TRANSFERRING 
TO: 

D 

LLW 

FM - W3 7 1 DO10 PLASTIC SHEETING, 
GLOVES, FLOOR 
SWEEPINGS 

1,377 1.6 0 0 Uran. 1,136 2,326 
ppm PPm 

- U235 0.71 0.72 
w t  % w t %  

PK 
SA 

- 
PK 
SA 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

STABILIZATION PROJECT 

TRANSFERRING 
TO: 

LLW 

FM-W318 DO07 
U134' 

HF TANK CAR CLEAN 
OUT MATERIAL 

3,877 0.8 0 0 

~~ ~ 

_ _  - Uran. 0.01 
w t  % 

- -  - U235 0.95 
w t %  

NEUTRALI ZATION* OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

1906 

D THIS WASTE 
STREAM HAS BEEN 
NEUTRALI ZED STABILIZATION PROJECT 

* 
a\a 
w 
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WASTE 
DESCRIPTION 

-m 5 YEAR RATE 

BARIUM CARBONATE 
FROM PLANT 2/3 
PROCESSING 

1,870 3.0 0 0 

NON-METALLIC 
MISCELLANEOUS 
SAMPLES FROM LAB 

0 0.4 0 35 

Appendix C - Supplement 

3.1.5-E WASTE STREAMS TRANSFERRED INTO THE PSTP PREFERRED OPTION 
PREFERRED OPTION: 

OHIO MOBILE STABILIZATION SYSTEM 

MWIR 
I D #  

TREATMgKp 
TRAINS/ 

PROJECT NAME 

MEP 0 EPA 
CODES 

RADIOLoGICAt 
C O N C m R A T I O N  

Ava . Max. 

Uran. 0.01 - _  - 
wt % 

PREFERRED 
OPTION(S) / 
DISPOSAL 
OPTION 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

STANDARD 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 

FM- W3 22 DO05 TRANSFERRING 
TO: 

2021 

2443 

20046 

30039 

u235 0.95 _ _  
wt % D 

STABILIZATION 
PROJECT 

TRANSFERRING 
TO: 

LLW 
~ 

FM-N417 DOOBB - Uran. 1,554 3,940 
PPm PPm 

- U235 0.59 0.74 
wt% wt% 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION D 

STABILIZATION 
PROJECT 

TRANSFERRING 
TO: 

LLW 

FM- W16 9 DO07 - Uran. 18.2 35.7 
wt % wt% 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

SA PK I TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

- U235 0.56 1.56 
wt% wt % D 

I STABILIZATION 
PROJECT LLW 

FM-W195 DO11 _. 128,000 
PPm 

U235 0.82 _ _  - 
wt % 

TRANSFERRING 
TO: 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

CONTAMINATED 
ROCKS, SOIL, 
BRICKS AND 
CERAMICS FROM 
PILOT PLANT 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 

D 

I I STAeILIZATION 
PROJECT LLW 

w 
iw 
b 
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TREJLTMXNT 
TRAINS/ 

PROJECT NAME 

PREFERRED 
OPTION(S)/ 
DISPOSAL 
OPTION 

5 YBAR RATE RAOIOLOGICAL 
CONCKNTRATION 

(kg) (m’) 

0 0 

Avo. Max. 

U a  62,000 100,000 
PPm PPm 

0.43 0.51 
wt % wtb 

TRANSFERRING 
TO: 

D 
STABILIZATION 
PROJECT 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

LLW 

0 0 Uran. 0.01 _ _  
wt% 

U235 1 . 2 5  - _  
wtt 

TRANSFERRING 
TO: 

D 
STABILIZATION 
PROJECT 

TRANSFERRING 
TO: 

OHIO MOBILE 
STAB I LI ZATI ON 
SYSTEM 

LLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

0 0 Uran. 1 4 4  566 
PPm PPm 

U235 1.46 3 . 7 1  
ut% wt % 

STABILIZATION 
PROJECT 

LLW 

I) 

Appendix C - Supplement 

3.1.5-E WASTE STREAMS TRANSFERRED INTO THE PSTP PREFERRED OPTION 
PREFERRED OPTION: 

OHIO MOBILE STABILIZATION SYSTEM 

I 

LDR 
TREATMENT 
STANDARD 

WASTE 
DESCRIPTION 

MgF 0 

50031 

50351 

MWfR 
ID6 

EPA 
CODES 

BASIS 
OF 

CHAR. 

- 
SA CONTAMINATED 

METALLIC FILTER 
ELEMENTS 

1.293 0 . 4  ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

FM-W220 

FM - W2 6 6 

DO088 
DO10 

DO04 
DOOBB 

DUST COLLECTOR 
RESIDUES - HIGH 
FLUORIDE FROM 
GREEN SALT 
PRODUCTION IN 
PILOT PLANT 

267 0 . 2  SA ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

0 Uran. 690,000 8 4 0 , 0 0 0  
PPm STABILIZATION 

SYSTEM 

STABILIZATION 
PROJECT 

1.8 2.3 
w t %  wt% 

5 0 3 6 7  FM- W3 7 1 DO088 NON-RECOVERABLE 
TRASH 

194 0.2 PK 
SA 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS *E 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

FM- W2 7 2 DO05 SALT SLUDGE, 
CHLORIDE FROM LAB 

324 0 . 4  PK 
SA 

- 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT . 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED D I  

* 
R3 

s\a 
cr 
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3.1.5-E WASTE STREAMS TRANSFERRED INTO THE PSTP PREFERRED OPTION 
PREFERRED OPTION: 

OHIO MOBILE STABILIZATION SYSTEM 

MBF # MWIR EPA WASTE 
ID# CODES DBSCRIPTION 

50405 FM-W273 D006B NON-RECOVERABLE 
DO07 TRASH FROM 

PLANT 6 - DARK 
GRAY SOLIDS 

STAB I L I  ZAT ION 
PROJECT 

NET GAIN 

LLW . 

2,945 5.4 50406 

2,036 2.2 

FM-W274 DO04 FURNACE SALT, 
DO11 CHLORIDE FROM 

PLANT 6 SALT-OIL 
FURNACE 

15,349 17.6 

TRANSFERRING 
TO: 

D 

0 0 OHIO MOBILE 
STAB IL I ZATION 
SYSTEM 

0 0 50408 I FM-W342 I DO088 
DO10 

0 0 

FURNACE SALT, 
NON-CHLORIDE FROM 
PILOT PL4NT 
ROCKWELL FURNACE 

RAoIOLOGIcAt 

TRANSFERRING 
TO: 

D 

Ave . Hax. I 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

I SA 

Uran. 1,160 2,790 
PPm PPm 

- U235 0.67 0.75 
w t  2 w t 2  

Uran. 111,000 177,000 SA 
PPm 

U235 0 . 4  0.6 
w t  2 w t %  

103,000 186,000 SA 
PPm 

E 0.90 - _  
w t  % 

~ 

LDR 
TREARIENT 
STANDARD 

~~ 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 

PREFERRED 
OPTION(S) / 

OPTION 

TRAINS/ 

STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

D l  

LLW STABILIZATION 
PROJECT 

LLW STABILIZATION 
PROJECT 

C-224 
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Quantity Added 

(kg) (m3 1 

SUMMARY OF WASTE STREAM ADJUSTMENTS TO THE PREFERRED OPTION 

- 

Quantity Removed 

(kg1 I (m3 1 

3.1.6 OHIO MOBILE CHEMICAL TREATMENT SYSTEM 

245,898 
- -  1 .. - -  I 

Waste Stream Adjustments 

101.8 

Table A: Total waste stream additions to the PSTP PO from 
October 1, 1994 to July 1, 1995. 

- ~ ~~ 

Subtotal for Quantity Added 579,762.8 

Subtotal for Quantity Removed 375,977.0 

Table B: Total waste stream subtractions to the PSTP PO from 
October 1, 1994 to July 1, 1995. 

adjustments as a result of consolidations, EPA Code 
changes, or additional generation in the same waste 
stream. 

Table C: Total waste stream volume and information 

434.4 

278.8 

Table D: Total waste streams transferred out of the PSTP 
Preferred Option. 

Table E: Total waste streams transferred into the PSTP 
. Preferred Option. 

SUBTOTALS OF CHANGES FOR PREFERRED OPTION 

I 228.8 I - -  I 397,980.5 

I 181,782.3 205.6 

579,762.8 I 434.4 I 375,977 I 278.8 

11 Revised Totals for Preferred Option: Ohio Mobile Chemical Treatment System I (kg) I m 3 ) - l I  

IITotal for Preferred Option Submitted in March 1995 I 590,582.0 I 494.0 11 

I I  ESTIMATED REVISED TOTALS 794,367.8 I 649.6 11 

C - 225 
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3.1.6-A WASTE’STREAM ADDITIONS TO THE PSTP PREFERRED OPTION 

FROM OCTOBER 1, 1994 TO JULY 1, 1995 
PREFERRED OPTION: 

OHIO MOBILE CHEMICAL TREATMENT SYSTEM 

WASTE 
DBSCRIPTION BASIS 

OF 
CHAR. 

MWIR 
ID# 

EPA 
CODES 

DO39 
F002 
F003 

mm 
TRAINS/ 

PROJECT NAME 

LDR 
TRSATHENT 
STANDARD 

RADIOLOGICAL 
CONCENTRATION 

Ave.Maw. 

PRBFBRRED 
OPTION(S)/ 
DISPOSAL 
OPTION 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

380 
~ 

FM-W424 ABSORBENT PADS, 
RAGS AND GLOVES 

NOT AVAILABLE PK 
SA 

MEET UTS I 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

MEET UTS 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

MLLW 

403 FM- W4 2 5 DO18 
Fool 
F002 

51 0.2 0 0 1.1.1- 
TRICHLOROETHANE 
RAGS 

NOT AVAILABLE PK OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

I 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT MLLW 

468 FM-W426 D001A’ 
DO07 
D008B 
DO10 
DO18 
F002 

OIL AND SOLVENTS 
WITH ANALYSIS 

0.5 0.2 0 0 NOT AVAILABLE PK 
SA 

ORGANIC 
RECOVERY OR 
COMBUSTION* 
MEET UTS 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE: 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

G 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT MLLW 

534 FM-W42 9 MEK MARKED ON 
BLUE DRUM 
FLAMMABLE 

238 0.4 0 0 NOT AVAILABLE PK U159 ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

)HI0 MOBILE 
ZHEMICAL 
FREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

I 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT MLLW 

P 
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3.1.6-A WASTE STREAM ADDITIONS TO THE PSTP PREFERRED OPTION 
FROM OCTOBER 1, 1994 TO JULY 1, 1995 

PREFERRED OPTION: 
OHIO MOBILE CHEMICAL TREATMENT SYSTEM 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

LLW 

LDR 
TRmTmNT 
STANDARD 

T R m m  
TRAINS/ 

PROJBCT HAWE 

PRKFERRKD 
OPTION(S)/ 
DISPOSAL 
OPTION 

WASTB 
DESCRIPTION 

HBP I) l4WIR 
ID# 

FM- W4 3 1 

BPA 
CODES 

~ 0 0 1 ~ 4  
DO35 
F002 
F003 

RADIOLOGICAL 
CONCENTRATIOIP 

Ave.Max. 

BASIS 
OP 

CBAR. 

PK 
SA 

850 NOT AVAILABLE ORGANIC 
RECOVERY OR 
COMBUSTION* 
MEET UTS 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 

G 
SYSTEM 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT I MLLW 

PAINT WASTE FROM 
TANK FARM 

868 FM- W4 32 DO39 OILY WASTE AND 
SOLIDS, POSSIBLY 
FROM DRUM 
RECONDJTIONING 

Uran. 4,549,027 
PPm PPm 

PK 
SA 

MEET UTS 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

G 
0.55 0 . 6 1  
w t b  w t 2  

1187 DO40 SPENT ACTIVATED 
CARBON, FROM 
PERCHED WATER 
PROJECT 

Uran. 138 - -  
P9/1 

PK MEET UTS 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

FM-W436 

FM-w437 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT LLW 

Th. 0.0055 
g/l 

Uran. 150 - -  
PPm 

w t 2  
- U235 0.39 

~~~ 

PK 
SA 

1273 DO07 
DO088 
D009C 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

CONTAMINATED 
WATER M OHIO MOBILE 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

* 
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3.1.6-A WASTE STREAM ADDITIONS TO THE PSTP PREFERRED OPTION 
FROM OCTOBER 1, 1994 TO JULY 1, 1995 

PREFERRED OPTION: 
OHIO MOBILE CHEMICAL TREATMENT SYSTEM 

5 YgAR 
RATE 

RADIOLOGICAL 
CONCENTRATION 

PK 
SA 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

PK 
SA 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

0 0 NOT AVAILABLE PK 

PK 

MEET UTS 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

COMBUSTION* 0 0 

~ ~ ~~ 

NOT AVAILABLE 

LDR %Is I TREA- 
CBAR. STANDARD 

T R B A m  
TRAINS/ 

PROJECT N W  

PREPBRRKD 
OPTION(S) / 
DISPOSAL 
OPTION 

WASTE 
DESCRIPTION 

Mh-lR 
ID# 

BPA 
CODES 

1389 FM-W438 FOOZ SCRAP U308 FROM 
OXIDATION 
FURNACE #1 

G OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

Uran. 506.000-- 

E 0.99 - -  
ut % 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT MLLW 

2499 FM-W443 D006B 
D008B 
F002 
F003 

CONCRETE 
ABANDONED PILOT 
e m  SUMP 

1,166 1.0 OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

G 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

I 
MLLW 

2547 FM-W4 4 4 DO18 GASOLINE/DIESEL 
FUEL FILTERS 

102 0.2 OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

I 
MLLW 

2591 
~ 

FM-W445 OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

PADS, ANTI-C’S 2 0.2 
AND ABSORBENT 
CONTAMINATED WITH 
FORMIC ACID 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT LLW 

f 
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FM-W450 

FM-W451 

FM-W452 

FM-W453 

Fool 
F002 

F002 
F005A 

Fool 
F002 

F002 
F005A 
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WASTE STREAM ADDITIONS TO THE PSTP PREFERRED OPTION 
FROM OCTOBER 1, 1994 TO JULY 1, 1995 

PREFERRED OPTION: 
OHIO MOBILE CHEMICAL TREATMENT SYSTEM 

3.1.6-A 

WASTE 
DESCRIPTION 

BASIS 
OF 

CHAR. 

LDR 
TREATMZNT 
STANDARD 

TREATWWT 
TRAINS/ 

PROJECT NAME 

PREFERRED 
OPTION(S) / 
DISPOSAL 
OPTION 

5 Y W  
RATE 

RADIOLOGICAL 
CONCENTRATION 

Ave.Max. 

2612 PPE/CONTACT WASTE 
FROM DETREX STILL 
CLOSURE 

NOT AVAILABLE PK ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

I 
CHEMICAL 
rREATMENT 
PROJECT 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

LLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

~ 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

~ 

G 2613 SCABBLED CONCRETE 
FROM DETREX STILL 
CLOSURE 

173 0.2 0 0 PK 
SA 

Th. 9.0 - -  
PP" 

- 
Uran. 404. - -  

MLLW 

2614 SCRAP WOOD, 
STRAW, ASHES, 
TIRES, PLASTIC, 
SOOT, METAL AND 
OTHER DEBRIS 

1.971 2.4 0 0 PK ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

NOT AVAILABLE I 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

I 
MLLW 

2618 DETREX STILL TANK 
(INCLUDING 
ASBESTOS COVER) 
ASSOC. PIPING AND 
PU 

434 1.2 0 0 NOT AVAILABLE PK ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

I 
MLLW 

2621 SCRAP METAL 
CONTAMINATED WITH 
F-LISTED SOLVENTS 
(OPEN TOP TANK) 

208 0.4 0 0 NOT AVAILABLE PK ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT MLLW 

PSTP - A p p e n m  - Supplement 
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HBP D MWIR EPA 
ID# CODES 

2622 FM-W454 F002 
F005A 

2624 FM-W455 F002 
F005A 

2625 FM-W456 F002 
FO05A 

2626 FM-W457 DO07 
D008B 
DO18 
DO29 
DO30 
DO32 
DO35 
DO40 
F002 
FOO5A 

3 . 1 . 6 - A  

WASTE 
DESCRIPTION 

SCABBLED CONCRETE 
FROM FTF, 
CONTAMINATED WITH 
SOLVENTS 

CONTACT WASTE 
CONTAMINATED WITH 
F-LISTED SOLVENTS 

CONTACT WASTE 

SEDIMENTS/SLUDGES 
FROM OPEN TOP 
TANK AT FTF 

An approval from the USEPA is required for thi 
waste streams that contain PCBs may be necessa 

WASTE STREAM ADDITIONS TO THE PSTP PREFERRED OPTION 
FROM OCTOBER 1, 1 9 9 4  TO JULY 1, 1 9 9 5  

PREFERRED OPTION: 
OHIO MOBILE CHEMICAL TREATMENT SYSTEM 

RADIOLOGICAL 
CONCENTRRTIOR 

Ave.Max. 

NOT AVAILABLE 

NOT AVAILABLE 

NOT AVAILABLE 

NOT AVAILABLX 

~ 

I 
BASIS LDR TREATm34.r PRKPERRES 

CHAR. STANDARD 
OF TREAnmm TRAINS/ OPTION(S)/ 

PROJECT NAME DISPOSAL 
OPTION 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STJWDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED CHEMICAL 

TREATMENT PROJECT ! MLLW 
PK I I OHIO MOBILE 

CHEMICAL TREATMENT 

SYSTEM 

PK 1 ESTABLISHED I I 1 OHIO MOBILE MLLW 
TREATMENT CHEMICAL 
STANDARDS ARE TREATMENT 
CONCENTRATION SYSTEM 
BASED CHE~ICAL 

TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 

I PK ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION SYSTEM 
BASED CHEMICAL 

I I TREATMENT MLLW PROJECT 

G PK MEET UTS 
SA 

ESTABLISHED 
EATMENT 

STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

CHEMICAL 

. OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

I I MLLW TREATMENT 
PROJECT 
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WASTE STREAM ADDITIONS TO THE PSTP PREFERRED OPTION 

FROM OCTOBER 1, 1994 TO JULY 1, 1995 
PREFERRED OPTION: 

OHIO MOBILE CHEMICAL TREATMENT SYSTEM 

3.1.6-A 

WASTE 
DESCRIPTION 

-Qm 

(kd (m’ ) 

288.795 136.8 

RADIOLOGICAL 
CONCKNTRRTION 

live.&. 

PRKFERRED 
OPTION(S) / 

OPTION 

TRAINS/ 

PETROLEUM 
CONTAMINATED SOIL 
FROM THE POND 
AREA OF THE FTF 

0 0 Tc-99 44.77 - -  
PPm 

- Th 36.65 - -  
PPm 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED . G  

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

Uran. 77.58 - -  
PPm 

U235 0.95 - -  
ut % 

MLLW 

IGNITABLE PROJECT 
CONTACT MATERIAL 

759 4.8 0 0 G 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

- U235 0.50 - -  
wt % 

ESTABLISHED 
PK I TREATMENT 

STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

MLLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 

ASPHALT/GRAVEL 
FROM FTF 

~~ 

56,415 25.2 0 0 PK ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

G NOT AVAILABLE 

TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

MLLW 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

ACID DIGEST WITH 
PYRIDINE 

814 0.8 0 0 PK 
SA 

DEACTIVATION 
AND MEET UTS’ 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

H 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT LLW 
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MEP # 

2657 

2668 

2674 

2675 

2678 

UWIR 
ID# 

FM-W463 

FM-W464 

FM-W465 

FM- W4 6 6 

FM-W467 

3.1.6-A WASTE STREAM ADDITIONS TO THE PSTP PREFERRED OPTION 
FROM OCTOBER 1, 1994 TO JULY 1, 1995 

PREFERRED OPTION: 
OHIO MOBILE CHEMICAL TREATMENT SYSTEM 

F002 

DESCRIPTION 
EPA 
CODES I 

METHYLENE 26 0.2 
CHLORIDE 
EXTRACTED SOLIDS 

DO07 MISC. SOLIDS FROM 71 
Fool HWMU #26 
F002 ' 

0.2 

FROM OPEN TOP 
TANK TRENCH 

LDR 
TREATHENT 

CEfAR. STANDARD 

I RADIOLOGICAL I B Z I S  I g y  CONCENTRAT1 Ot4 

0 0 ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE I PK I CONCENTRATION NOT AVAILABLE 

BASED 

0 0 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 

NOT AVAILABLE 

CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

I I 

0 0 T_h 9.00 - -  PK ESTABLISHED 

STANDARDS ARE - CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

Uran. 353.7 - -  

- 
PPm 

PPm 

0 0 I NOT AVAILABLE I PK ORGANIC 
RECOVERY OR 
COMBUSTION* 

TREATMENT 
TRAINS/ 

PROJBCT NAME 

PREFgRRKD 
OPTION (S) / 
DISPOSAL 
OPTION 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM CHEMICAL 

TREATMENT MLLW. : PROJECT 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

~~~ 

SYSTEM 

MLLW 

G 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

L 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

H 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

MLLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

LLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

LLW 

An approval from the USEPA is required for this treatment train due to the PCB constituents. Further evaluation of these waste streams and 
waste streams that contain PCBs may be necessary to obtain the appropriate treatment approvals. 
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LDR 
TREATNENT 
STANDARD 

TREATMENT 
TRAINS/ 

PROJECT NAME 

- Uran. 1,767 - -  
PPm 

U235 0.59 - -  - 

PK 
SA 

Appendix C - Supplement 

3.1.6-A WASTE STREAM ADDITIONS TO THE PSTP PREFERRED OPTION 
FROM OCTOBER 1, 1994 TO JULY 1, 1995 

PREFERRED OPTION: 
OHIO MOBILE CHEMICAL TREATMENT SYSTEM 

MEP # WASTE 
DESCRIPTION PREFERRED 

OPTION(S)/ 
DISPOSAL 
OPTION 

UWIR 
ID# 

EPA 
CODES 

5 YKAR 
RATE 

(kg) (m’) 

0 0 

RADIOLOGICAL 
CONCENTRATION 

CBAR. 

Ave .lax. 
I 60046 FM-W401 DOOlA’ 

DO18 
DO19 
DO21 
DO35 
DO39 
DO40 

SOLVENT MIXTURE 
WITH ABSORBENT 
PADS 

199 0.2 I OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

- Uran. 860 
- -  I g; PPm 

ORGAN IC 
RECOVERY OR 
COMBUSTION* 
MEET UTS 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED I 

U235 0.31 - -  - 
w t  % 

TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION !$::%KT 
BASED I PROJECT LLW 

60090 FM-W495 D001A* 
DO39 

USED MERCO-DRI 
AND HYDRAULIC OIL 

203 0.2 0 0 OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

ORGANIC 
RECOVERY OR 
COMBUSTION‘ 
MEET UTS 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT I 

G 
u235 0.6 - -  

w t  s 

LLW 

60112 FM-W498 DO39 DRY RESIDUE FROM 
PLANT 5 CASTING 
AREA 

202 0.2 0 0 MEET UTS 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

G OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT LLW 

60160 FM-W502 DOOlF* IMPURE UNH 100 - 3.4 0 0 ‘li;4 - -  PK DEACTIVATION* 
MEET UTS H OHIO MOBILE 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

LLW 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

0 

* 
PSTP - Appendix C - S u e m e n t  
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3.1.6-A 

M W  # MWIR EPA 
ID# CODES 

60193 FM-W503 D001F' 
DOO2A* 

WASTE 
DESCRIPTION 

PURE UNH SOLUTION 

n 

W 
Appendix C - Supplement 

WASTE STREAM ADDITIONS TO THE PSTP PREFERRED OPTION 
FROM OCTOBER 1, 1994 TO JULY 1, 1995 

PREFERRED OPTION: 
OHIO MOBILE CHEMICAL TREATMENT SYSTEM 

109 0.4 

397,980.5 228.8 

9 YEAR RADIOLOGICAL LDR TREABIKNT 
RATE CONCENTRATION %IS I TREATMXNT I TRAINS/ 

CaAR. STANDARD PROJBCT N m  

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

LLW 

0 0 1  

C - 234 

PRWERRW 
OPTION(S) / 
DISPOSAL 
OPTION 
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3.1.6-B WASTE STREAM SUBTRACTIONS TO THE PSTP PREFERRED OPTION 
FROM OCTOBER 1, 1994 TO JULY 1, 1995 

PREFERRED OPTION: 
OHIO MOBILE CHEMICAL TREATMENT SYSTEM 

TREATMENT 
PROJECT MLLW 

RADIOMOICAL 
CONCKNTRATION 

LDR 
TRXAmm4-r 
STANDARD 

EPA 
CODES 

MWIR 
ID# 

WASTE 
DXSCRIPTION 

BASIS 
OP 

CHAR. 

PK 
SA 

PREFERRED 
TRAINS/ OPTIONM) / 

Ave. Max. 

._ - Uran. 185 
PPm 

_ -  - U235 0.44 
wt% 

376 FM-WOO4 SOLVENT 
CONTAMINATED RAGS I OHIO MOBILE 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM I MLLW 

A 4 3  &4 
0 0 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

ARCHIVED INTO 
MEF 60008 

526 FM-N3 6 8 CONTAMINATED SOIL 
FROM PIT #5 HWMU 
AREA 

0 0 Uran. 229 34 9 
PPm PPm 

- U235 0.76 0.78 
wt% wt a 

G OHIO CHEMICAL MOBILE 

TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 1 MLLW 

PK 
SA 

PK 
SA 

PK 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

588 FM-W070 MERCO AND OILY 
MERCO DRY FROM 
THE BALER 

&493 a - 4  
0 0 

0 0 Uran. 412 _ -  
PPm 

- U235 0.5 
wt% 

- 
_ -  

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT MLLW 
PROJECT 

1537 FM- W 11 1 FILTER MATERIAL - 
SAND, GRAVEL, FLY 
ASH, ANTI-C'S, 
MISC. TRASH, 
PLYWOOD, CONCRETE 
FORMS FROM ETF 

0 0 Uran. 0.01 _ -  
wt % 

_ -  - U235 0.84 
wtt 

I OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

CHEMICAL I REMOVAL 

FM- W15 5 OIL CONTAMINATED 
WET SUMP CAKE 
PRODUCED FROM CO- 
EXTRUSION 
OPERATIONS AT UNC 
CORP 

w a5-A 
Q Q 

0 0 Uran. 9,400 _ -  
PPm 

U235 1.01 _ -  
wtt 

- 
G PK 

SA 
OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT I MLL! 
PROJECT 

PSTP - Appendix C - 
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3.1.6-B WASTE STREAM SUBTRACTIONS TO THE PSTP PREFERRED OPTION 
FROM OCTOBER 1, 1994 TO JULY 1, 1995 

PREFERRED OPTION: 
OHIO MOBILE CHEMICAL TREATMENT SYSTEM 

WWIR 
ID# 

BPA 
CODES 

WASTE 
DESCRIPTION 

QTY LDR 
TREATMENT 
STANDARD 

5 YEAR RATE RADIOLOGICAL 
CONCENTRATION 

Uran. 35,200 109,700 
PPm 

PRBPKRRED 
TRAINS/ OPTION(S) / 

20114 FM-W178 FBB1 CONTAMINATED 
BURNABLES, RAGS, 
PAPER, 
POLYETHYLENE 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

- -  I I 0’31 
PPm 

I 
30075 FM- W2 0 5 CONTAMINATED NON- 

BURNABLES : 
METALLIC FILTER 
ELEMENTS AND 

A 4  n_ 
4 D 

Uran .  1,900 2,500 PK 
PPm I SA O I -  PPm 

O OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT I I MLLW 
PROJECT 

U235 0.91 
wt% l -  CARTRIDGES 

60149 FM-W281 U308 FROM PLANT 8 
OXIDATION BOX 
FURNACE 

G OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT MLLW 

~ 

245,898 101.8 

ti‘ 

@it 
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130 1.0 0 0 

39 0.4 

NO CHANGE IN 
QUANTITY 

0 0 PK ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

PK 

PK 
SA 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

QRGAM-6 - 
R.6MMws 
ESTABLISHED 

NO CHANGE IN 
QUANTITY 

6,990 7.8 

NO CHANGE IN 
QUANTITY 

0 0 

594 0.6 

NO CHANGE IN 
QUANTITY 

0 0 

Appendix C - Supplement 

3.1.6-C WASTE STREAM VOLUME AND INFORMATION ADJUSTMENTS AS A RESULT OF CONSOLIDATION, 
EPA CODE CHANGES, OR ADDITIONAL GENERATION IN THE SAME WASTE STREAM 

PREFERRED OPTION: 
OHIO MOBILE CHEMICAL TREATMENT SYSTEM 

WASTE 
DESCRIPTION 

TREATMENT 
TRAINS/ 

PROJECT NAKB 

PREPKRRKD 
OPTION ( S ) / 
DISPOSAL OPTION :si GEE 

ESTABLISHED 

RADIOLOGIcAt 
CONCXNTRATION 

Ava. Max. 

Uran. 0.01 _ _  
w t 9  

U235 0.95 _ _  
w t 9  

- 

CONTAMINATED 
PROTECTIVE 
CLOTHING 

I OHIO MOBILE 
TREATMENT CHEMICAL 

SYSTEM 

TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

I NO CHANGE IN 
QUANTITY 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT MLLW 

CONTACT WASTE 
FROM PACD 
SAMPLING 

NOT AVAILABLE OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

I 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

I 
MLLW 

I 

METAL TANK 
ABANDONED PILOT 
PLANT SUMP 

NOT AVAILABLE OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT MLLW 

1.1.1- 
TRICHLOROETHANE 
STILL BOTTOMS 
FROM NATIONAL 
ELECTRIC COIL 

Oran. 133 247 
PPm PPm 

- U235 0.65 0.74 
w t  9 w t 9  

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

G 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT TREATMENT 

STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION I BASED . MLLW - 

1,871 5,093 
PPm PPm 

FLOOR SUMP CLEAN 
OUT SLUDGE G OHIO MOBILE 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 

WET UT$ 

- U235 0.47 0: 52 
w t  9 w t 9  CHEMICAL 

TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

crl M2n: PSTP - Appendix C - 
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0 0 Uran. 37,bOO 59,000 
PPm PPm 

- U235 1.05 1.29 
w t t  w t  % 

DISCARD PROCESS 
RESIDUES - 
GLOVES, PAINT, 
MISC. DEBRIS 

78 0.2 

NO CHANGE IN 
QUANTITY 

Appendix C - Supplement 

3.1.6-C WASTE STREAM VOLUME AND INFORMATION ADJUSTMENTS AS A RESULT OF CONSOLIDATION, 
EPA CODE CHANGES, OR ADDITIONAL GENERATION IN THE SAME WASTE STREAM 

PREFERRED OPTION: 
OHIO MOBILE CHEMICAL TREATMENT SYSTEM 

- - 
BASIS 
OF 

CRAR. 

- 
PK 
SA 

- 
PK 
SA 

MWIR 
ID# 

EPA 
CODES DBSCRIPTION WASTE k LDR 

TREATKeNT 
STANDARD 

TREFITKENT 
TRAINS/ 

PROJECT NAUE 

PREFERRED 
OPTION(S)/ 
DISPOSAL OPTION 

S YEAR RATE RRDIOLOGICAL 
CONCENTRATION 

- Uran. 5 , 8 0 0  9,200 30005 FM- W1 B 5 ORGANIC 
RECOVERY OR 
COMBUSTION' 

MEET UTS 

REMAINING ' 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

G OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 

OIL DECANTION 
SYSTEM 

SYSTEM 

NO CHANGE IN I QUANTITY CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

G 

MLLW 

30037 FM-W194 w39 
F002 

DISCARD PROCESS 
RESIDUES, TRAILER 
CAKES, WASTE 
SLURRY FROM PILOT 
PLANT CATCH BASIN 

454 0.8 

NO CHANGE IN 
QUANTITY 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

G 

MLLW 

30042 FM- W 19 6 DO39 
FBBa 

WET SUMP OR 
FILTER CAKE - 
NON-OILY. NON- 
HALIDE FROM PILOT 
PLANT SUMP 

592 0.8 PK 
SA 

- 
PK 
SA 

- 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

MEET UTS 

0 Uran. 10.7 17.7 
PPm 

0.93 
w t  0 . w t %  

NO CHANGE IN I QUANTITY CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

I 
MLLW 

30053 FM- W2 0 1 D006B 
DO07 
DO088 
Zw.34 
e4ee 
FBBa 
ws.!x 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

0 0 I Uran. 7,000 7,307.8 
PPm PPm I 8235 ow;: ow;; 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT MLLW 

t 

PSTP - Appendix C e p p l e m e n t  

29 Rev* l.l 
# STP-001 c - 238 



35 0 . 4  

NO CHANGE IN 
QUANTITY 

0 0 

1,487 3 . 8  

NO CHANGE IN 
QUANTITY 

0 0 

PK 
SA 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

Appendix C - Supplement 

3.1.6-C WASTE STREAM VOLUME AND INFORMATION ADJUSTMENTS AS A RESULT OF CONSOLIDATION, 
EPA CODE CHANGES, OR ADDITIONAL GENERATION IN THE SAME WASTE STREAM 

PREFERRED OPTION: 
OHIO MOBILE CHEMICAL TREATMENT SYSTEM 

BASIS 
OF 

CHAR. 

- 
PK 
SA 

LDR 
TRXATMRNT 
STANDARD 

WASTE 
DESCRIPTION 

TREATMENT 
TRAINS/ 

PROJECT NAME 

PREFERRED 
OPTION(S) / 
DISPOSAL OPTION 

R)sIOLOGIcAL 
CONCENTRATION 

Ave. Max. 

NOT AVAILABLE NON-RECOVERABLE 
TRASH FROM LAB 

nnpn.LITp - - 
R a a a a W G  
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

I OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM ' 

MLLW 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

NON-RECOVERABLE 
TRASH 

Uran. 6,080 15,330 
PPm PPm 

U235 0.47 0.78 
w t  % w t  % 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

MEET UTS 

PK 
SA 

PK 
SA 

I 

I NO CHANGE IN 
QUANTITY 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT MLLW 

ROASTED CALCIUM 
PRECIPITATED FROM 
SUMP OR FILTER 
CAKES 

NOT AVAILABLE ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 

G 
SYSTEM 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT MLLW 

SCRAP U308 - 
LOW F FROM 
OXIDATION FURNACE 
IN PLAh'T 8 

-714.000 755,000 
PPm PPm 

- U235 0.33 0.49 
w t  % w t  % 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

G 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

NO CHANGE IN 
MLLW 

' 6- 
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3.1.6-C WASTE STREAM VOLUME AND INFORMATION ADJUSTMENTS AS A RESULT OF CONSOLIDATION, 

EPA CODE CHANGES, OR ADDITIONAL GENERATION IN THE SAME WASTE STREAM 
PREFERRED OPTION: 

OHIO MOBILE CHEMICAL TREATMENT SYSTEM 

6 0 1 5 2  FM- w2 8 2 OHIO MOBILE U308 ROTEXED 
PLANT 8 FURNACE 

NET GATNJLOSS 0 0 0  0 

C-240 
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3.1.6-D WASTE STREAMS TRANSFERRED OUT OF THE PSTP PREFERRED OPTION 
PREFERRED OPTION: 

OHIO MOBILE CHEMICAL TREATMENT SYSTEM 

WASTE 
DESCRIPTION 

Qn LDR 
TREATMENT 
STJWDARD 

TREATMENT 
TRAINS/ 

PROJECT NAME 

MEP # MWIR 
ID# 

BPA 
CODES 

RADIOLWICAL 
CONCENTRATION 

Ave. Max. 

BASIS 
OF 

CRAR. 

- 
PK 

- 
PK 
SA 

PREPERRXD 
OPTION(S)/ , 

DISPOSAL 
OPTION 

383 FM- WO 0 8 DO11 X-RAY FIXER & 
DEVELOPER, CLEAR 
LIQUIDS 

~~ 

123 0.2 0 0 NOT AVAILABLE ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 

TRANSFERRING 
FROM: 

OHIO MOBILE 
TREATMENT CHEMICAL 

SYSTEM 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED F 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT MLLW 

386 FM- W2 8 8 DO19 
DO39 
Fool 
F002 

FLOOR SUMP CLEAN 
OUT SLUDGE 

Uran. 486 662 
PPm PPm 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

633 0.4 TRANSFERRING 
FROM: 

G 

0 0 

- U235 0.6 
wt% 

0.6 
wt% 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT MLLW 

514 FM- W 0 5 5 D001A' 
DO07 
D008B 
F002 
F003 
FOO5A 

B b  PAINT FROM 
PAINT BOOTH 

572 1.2 0 -0 Uran. 3.0 - _  

PPm 

- U235 0.33 0.44 
wt % wt% 

PK 
SA 

ORGANIC 
RECOVERY OR 
COMBUSTION* 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 

TRANSFERRING 
FROM : 

TREATMENT 
SYSTEM I REMAINING 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

TRANSFERRING 
FROM : 

I 

MLLW 

584 FM-W068 KEROSENE (DIESEL 
FIJEL) /SLUDGE 

1.028 1.4 0 0 NOT AVAILABLE PK ORGANIC 
RECOVERY OR 
COMBUSTION' 

TREATMENT 
STANDARD 
EFFECTIVE 
09/19/96 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

MLLW 

c-241 
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5 YEAR RATE 

(kg) (m') 

0 0 

RADIOLOGICAL 
CONCENTRATION 

Ave . xax. 

Uran. 5,187 13,443 
PPm PPm 

- U235 0.4 0.5 
w t  t w t  b 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

TRANSFERRING 
FROM : 

F 

Appendix C - Supplement 
3.1.6-D WASTE STREAMS TRANSFERRED OUT OF THE PSTP PREFERRED OPTION 

PREFERRED OPTION: 
OHIO MOBILE CHEMICAL TREATMENT SYSTEM 

WASTB 
DESCRIPTION 

BASIS 
OF 

CHAR. 

MBP 1) HWIR 
ID# 

BPA 
CODES 

PRgPgiucKD 
OPTION(S)/ 
DISPOSAL 
OPTION 

644 FM-W077 TRASH, PADS, RAGS 
AND WATER 

107 0.2 PK 
SA 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

TRANSFERRING 
FROM: 

DOO8B 
DO10 

D001A' 

H 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT MLLW 

NOT AVAILABLE I 870 FM- W 0 9 3 VARNISH - UNUSED 89 0.2 OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 

PK ORGANIC 
RECOVERY OR 
COMBUSTION* 

TRANSFERRING 
FROM : 

I SYSTEM 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT MLLW 

873 FM-W094 DO11 SPENT FIXER 612 1.2 OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

0 Uran. 0.01 _ _  
O ,  I w t t  

PK 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT I PROJECT MLLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

1421 FM- W2 9 8 DO088 NON-RECOVERABLE 
TRASH: OILY RAGS, 
PADS, GLOVES AND 
PLASTIC WITH . 
GREASE 

PK 
SA 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

TRANSFERRING 
FROM : 

H 

64 
...... .......... ...... ...... ...... 

0 Uran. 16,900 17.208 
PPm 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT MLLW 
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3.1.6-D WASTE STREAMS TRANSFERRED OUT OF THE PSTP PREFERRED OPTION 
PREFERRED OPTION: 

OHIO MOBILE CHEMICAL TREATMENT SYSTEM 

mIEp 0 MWIR 
I D #  

KPA 
CODKS 

WASTE 
DKSCRIPTION 

LDR 
T R E k r n  
STANDARD 

TRKATXENT 
TRAINS/ 

PROJECT NANE 

-- 

PREPERRKD 
OPTION (S )  / 
DISPOSAL. 
OPTION 

5 YEAR RATE RADIOLOGICAL 
CONC-TION 

Avo. Kax. 

B A S I S  
OF 

CHAR. 

PK 
SA 

PK 

1430 FM - N3 7 1 DO10 PLASTIC SHEETING, 
GLOVES, FLOOR 
SWEEPINGS 

~ 

1,377 1.6 Uran. 1,136 2,326 
PPm PPm 

- U235 0.71 0.72 
ut% uta 

- ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
EASED 

TRANSFERRING 
FROM : 

H 
OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

TRANSFERRING 
FROM : 

MLLW 

1504 FM-w335 D001A' FLAMMABLE PAINT 
AND PAINT-RELATED 
PRODUCTS 

495 . 0.4 2,598 2.0 NOT AVAILABLE OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM I 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

TRANSFERRING 
FROM : 

MLLW 

1705 FM-W306 DOOlA* 
DO04 
D006B 
D008B 
DO10 

LABORATORY 
GENERATED WASTE, 
WASTE OIL FROM 
TCLP EXTRACTS 

269 0.2 NOT AVAILABLE ORGANIC 
RECOVERY OR 
COMBUSTION* 

REMA IN I NG 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

OHIO MOBILE 
TREATMENT CHEMICAL 

SYSTEM 

51 0.2 SA 

PK 
SA 

I 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

TRANSFERRING 
FROM : 

G 

MLLW 

1706 FM- W 1 14 DO18 
DO21 
DO35 
DO38 
DO39 
DO4 0 
DO4 3 
F002 
F005A 

LAB WASTE, TCLP 
EXTRACT 

2.035 2.2 0 0 - Uran. 1,242 1,602 
PPm PPm 
6.97 19.03 
P,p" PPm 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

~~ 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT MLLW 
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3.1.6-D WASTE STREAMS TRANSFERRED OUT OF THE PSTP PREFERRED OPTION 

PREFERRED OPTION: 
OHIO MOBILE CHEMICAL TREATMENT SYSTEM 

MWIR 
ID# 

WASTE 
DESCRIPTION 

- 
BASIS 
OF 

CBAR. 

MEF I )  

1773 

EPA 
CODES 

- 
DO11 

bbof 
U134' 

DOOlAf 
DO18 
DO26 

- 
I005 

TRBARIENT 
TRAINS/ 

PROJECT N W  

RADIOLOGICAL 
CONCKNTRATION PREFERRED 

OPTION(S) / 
DISPOSAL 
OPTION 

LDR 
TRgATWKNT 
STANDARD 

Ave. Wax. 

NOT AVAILABLE FM-W315 CONCENTRATE FIXER PK 0 0 TRANSFERRING 
FROM : 

ESTABLISHED OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 

TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BFED F SYSTEM 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

TRANSFERRING 
FROM: 

MLLW 
1906 FM- W3 18 3,877 0.8 HF TANK CAR CLEAN 

OUT MATERIAL 0 0 Wan.  0.01 _ _  - 
wt % 

U235 0.95 _ _  - 
wt % 

NEUTRALIZATION' OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 

PK 
SA 

PK 

PK 

TREATMENT 
SYSTEM H 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

TRANSFERRING 
FROM : 

MLLW 
2016 FM-W324 PAINT BITUMASTIC 

300 M A AND B 
COAL TAR COATING 

33 0.2 0 0 NOT AVAILABLE 3RGANIC 
RECOVERY OR 
ZOMBUSTION* 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM I 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT MLLW 

,021 'M- W 3 2 2 BARIUM CARBONATE 
FROM PLANT 2/3 
PROCESSING 

0 0 SSTABLISHED 
:REATMEW 
iTANDARDS ARE 

IASED 
:ONCENTRATION 

1,870 3.0 
)HI0 MOBILE 
ZHEMICAL 
rREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

Jran. 0.01 - _  
wt % 

TRANSFERRING 
FROM : 

1235 0.95 _ _  
wt % H 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT MLLW 

tf 

* 
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5 YEAR RATE 

(kg) (m’ ) 

RADIOLOGICAL 
CONCENTRATION 

Avo. Max. 

999 - 0.9 

~~ 

U- 346 _ _  

U235 6,290 _ _  
pCi/ml 

ppm 

- 

999 - 0.9 

~~ 

U- 346 _ _  

U235 6,290 _ _  
pCi/ml 

ppm 

- 

0 0 Uran. 1,554 3,940 
PPm PPm 

U235 0.59 0.74 
wt % wt % 

- 

0 0 Uran. 220 501 
PPm ppm 

0.49 0.75 
wt % wt 5 

e 

Appendix C - Supplement 

3.1.6-D WASTE STREAMS TRANSFERRED OUT OF THE PSTP PREFERRED OPTION 
PREFERRED OPTION: 

OHIO MOBILE CHEMICAL TREATMENT SYSTEM - 
BASIS 
OP 

CBAR. 

- 
PK 
SA 

- 
PK 
SA 

MwfR 1 EPA 
ID# CODES 

WASTE 
DESCRIPTION 

LDR 
TREATWENT 
STANDARD 

TRBARIENT 
TRAIHS/ 

PROJECT NAMX 

EIEP # PREPHRRED 
OPTION(S) / 
DISPOSAL OPTION 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

LAB GENERATED 
ORGANIC LIQUID 
WASTE 

1,746 2.0 2235 ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

TRANSFERRING 
FROM : 

_ _  
pCi/ml 

9,152 

BETA 113.0 
pCi/ml _ _  l -  I 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

TRANSFERRING 
FROM : 

I 

MLLW 

191 0.2 

~~ ~ 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

2259 OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

TCLP LEACHATE 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT MLLW 

2443 NON-RECOVERABLE 
FIXER 

157 1.0 PK 
SA 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

OHIO CHEMICAL MOBILE 

TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

TRANSFERRING 
FROM : 

F 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

TRANSFERRING 
FROM : 

MLLW 

10003 OILY OXIDATION 
SLUDGES WITH HIGH 
FREE METAL 

2,590 2.8 PK 
SA 

ORGANIC 
RECOVERY OR 
COMBUSTION’ 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM G 

CHEMICAL 

PROJECT 
TREATMENT MLLW 
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3.1.6-D WASTE STREAMS TRANSFERRED OUT OF THE PSTP PREFERRED OPTION 
PREFERRED OPTION: 

OHIO MOBILE CHEMICAL TREATMENT SYSTEM 

TRBATPIENT 
TRAINS/ 

PROJECT NAWE 

PRBPBRRBD 
OPTION(S) DISPOSAL / 

OPTION 

WASTE 
DBSCRIPTION 

UEP 0 LDR 
IREATMmT 
STANDARD 

MWIR 
ID# 

FM-W130 

FM- W 13 1 

BPA 
CODES 

DO07 
F o o l  

RADIOLOGICAL 
CONCEHZRATION 

Avo. Max. 

BASIS 
OF 

CHAR. 

PK 
SA 

PK 
SA 

PK 
SA 

PK 
SA 

OILY SLUDGES 2,767 2,896 
PPm PPm 

0.90 
wt % wt % 

U235 0 . 8 5  - 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

TRANSFERRING 
FROM : 

G 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 

10007 

10009 

TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT MLLW 

D001A' 
D008B 
DO35 
F005A 

SLUDGES - SOLVENT 
(TRICHLOR, 
PERCHLOR) 

133 0.4 0 0 Uran. 3.5 14.3 
PPm PPm 

0.61 0.78 
wt% wt % 

ORGANIC 
RECOVERY OR 
COMBUST ION* 

REMAINING 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

TRANSFERRING' 
FROM : 

G 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE CHEMICAL 

TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

TRANSFERRING 
FROM: 

G 

CONCENTRATION 
BASED MLLW 

10010 FM- W 13 2 DO29 
DO39 
DO4 0 
Fool 

SLUDGES, OILY 77,665 105.8 0 0 - Uran. 841 1.091 
PPm PPm 

E .  0.30 0.41 
wt% wt % 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT MLLW 

10016 FM- W 1 3 7 OILY SLUDGE FOR 
OX I DATI ON 

1,352 1.2 0 0 ESTABLISHED OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

Uran. 5 3 5  886 
PPm PPm 

TRANSFERRING 
FROM : TREATMENT 

STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

- U235 0.21 0.30 
wt % wt % . G  

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT MLLW 
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TREATMENT 
TRAINS/ 

PROJECT ti- 

PRBPERRXD 
OPTION(S)/ 
DISPOSAL 
OPTION 

TRANSFERRING 
FROM : 

G 

~~ 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

TRANSFERRING 
FROM : 

H 
CHEMICAL. 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

MLLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

MLLW 

Appendix C - Supplement 

3.1.6-D WASTE STREAMS TRANSFERRED OUT OF THE PSTP PREFERRED OPTION 
PREFERRED OPTION: 

OHIO MOBILE CHEMICAL TREATMENT SYSTEM 

WASTE 
DESCRIPTION 

-gn I * Y E A R R A T E  XIDR 
T R B A m  
STANDARD 

MgF # 

10021 

XWIR 
ID# 

SPA 
CODES 

RADIOLOGICAL BASIS 
CONC-TION OF 

CHAR. 

FM- W14 0 SLUDGES, OILY ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

3,468 
PPm 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT I MLLW 
PROJECT 

10028 FM-W 14 7 D008B 
OQ28 
FOO1 

SLUDGES, OILY 
~ 

1.60 _ -  PK 
w t %  SA 

0.950 - -  
w t  % 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

TRANSFERRING OHIO MOBILE 
FROM: I CHEMICAL 

G 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM I 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

20045 DO19 
DO22 
DO39 
F002 

CONTAMINATED TBP 
AND/OR KEROSENE 
MIXTURES AND 
SLUDGES FROM LAB 

w t  % 
Uran, 1.3 2.g I 

w t  % 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

FM- W 16 8 

FM-W169 20046 DO07 NON-METALLIC 
MISCELLANEOUS 
SAMPLES FROM LAB 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

- Uran. 18.2 35.7 PK 
w t b  w t k  I SA 
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3.1.6-D WASTE STREAMS TRANSFERRED OUT OF THE PSTP PREFERRED OPTION 
PREFERRED OPTION: 

OHIO MOBILE CHEMICAL TREATMENT SYSTEM 

EPA 
CODSS 

WASTg 
DESCRIPTION 

LDR 
TRXATMXNT 
STANDARD 

TRKATMKtW 
TRAINS/ 

PROJECT NAwg 

RADIOLOGICAL 
CONC-TION 

Ava . nax. 

KEF # MWIR 
ID# 

BASIS 
OF 

CHAR. 

PRBPHRRED 
OPTION (S 1 / 
DISPOSAL 
OPTION 

FM- W18 1 D001A' 
DO19 
DO22 
DO39 
F002 
F003 

CONTAMINATED TBP 
AND KEROSENE 
MIXTURES FROM 
ANALYTICAL LAB 

15 0.2 0 0 Uran. 13.000 29,000 
PPm ppm 

0.93 1.12 
ut2 u t %  

ORGAN IC 
RECOVERY OR 
COMBUSTION* 

TRANSFERRING 
FROM : 

I 
20142 OHIO MOBILE 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

PK 
SA 

SA 

PK 
SA 

SA 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT MLLW 

30039 FM-W195 DO11 CONTAMINATED 
ROCKS, SOIL, 
BRICKS AND 
CERAMICS FROM 
PILOT PLANT 

449 0.6 0 0 Uran. 128,000 - -  
PPm 
0.82 - _  
u t  % 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

TRANSFERRING 
FROM : 

H 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT LLW 

50010 FM- W2 16 FOOZ 
F005A 

NON-RECOVERABLE 
TRASH FROM 
PLANT 1 - 
CONTAINS LIQUIDS 
AND OIL 

204 0.2 0 0 Uran. 220 290 
PPm PPm 

u235 0.4'5 0 . 4 7  
u t  % u t  % 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL TREATMENT 

SYSTEM 

TRANSFERRING 
FROM: 

I 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT MLLW 

FM - W2 2 0 D008B 
DO10 

CONTAMINATED 
METALLIC FILTER 
ELEMENTS 

1,293 0.4 0 0 Uran. 62,000 100,000 
PPm PPm 

u235 0.43 0.51 
u t  % u t %  

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

50031 TRANSFERRING 
FROM : 

H 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT MLLW 

t 
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3.1.6-D WASTE STREAMS TRANSFERRED OUT OF THE PSTP PREFERRED OPTION 
PREFERRED OPTION: 

OHIO MOBILE CHEMICAL TREATMENT SYSTEM 

WASTE 
DBSCRIPTION 

PRBPBRRBD 

DISPOSAt 
OPTION 

OPTION(S) / 
TRBARIENT 
TRAINS/ 

PROJBm N M  

EPA 
CODBS 

MEP # LDR 
7RBAlnm-r 
STANDARD 

MWIR 
ID# 

RADIOLOGICAL 
CONC-TION 

Ave. Max. 

BASIS 
OP 

CHAR. 

PK 
SA 

50154 FM-W244 ROASTED CALCIUM- 
PRECIPITATED SUMP 
AND FILTER CAKE 

0 0 ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

TRANSFERRING 
FROM : 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 

Uran. 30,700 38,100 
ppm PPm 

- 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 0.9 

wt % 
0.9 
wt % G 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT MLLW 

50200 FM-N370 DOOlA* 
FOOl 

OILY SLUDGE FOR 
OX IDATI ON 

90 0.2 0 0 Uran. 8.200 13,320 
PPm PPm 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

ORGANIC 
RECOVERY OR 
COMBUSTION’ 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 

TRANSFERRING 
FROM : 

G 

SA 

PK 
SA 

SA 

U235 - 0.40 
wt % 

0.49 
wt% 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT CONCENTRATION 

BASED MLLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

50339 €M-W262 F002 SLUDGES, OILY, 
FOR OXIDATION, 
HIGH FREE METAL 
FROM PLANT 6 
MACHINING 

0 0 Uran. 31,500 57,000 
PPm PPm 

- U235 0 . 2 6  . 0.29 
wt % wt% 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

TRANSFERRING 
FROM : 

1,601 2.2 

G 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

TRANSFERRING 
FROM : 

MLLW 

50351 €M- W2 6 6 DO04 
DOO8B 

0 0 Uran. 690,000 840,000 
PPm PPm 

- U235 1.5 2.3 
wt % wt % 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

OHIO MOBILE 267 0 . 2  DUST COLLECTOR 
RESIDUES - HIGH 
FLUORIDE FROM 
GREEN SALT 
PRODUCTION IN 
PILOT PLANT 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM F 

MLLW 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

* 
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BASIS 
OF 

CBAR. 

LDR 
TRBRTXKNT 
STANDARD 

. .  

PK 
SA 

SA 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

Appendix C - Supplement 

3.1.6-D WASTE STREAMS TRANSFERRED OUT OF THE PSTP PREFERRED OPTION 
PREFERRED OPTION: 

OHIO MOBILE CHEMICAL TREATMENT SYSTEM 

WASTE 
DKSCRIPTION 

TREATXENT 
TRAINS/ 

PROJECT NAME 

PREPERRKD 
OPTION(S) / 
DISPOSAL 
OPTION 

MWIR 
ID# 

FM- W2 7 1 

EPA 
CODES 

DO088 

MEP (I 

50367 

5 YEAR RATE RADIOLOGICAL 
CONC-TION 

w a n .  0.01 

U235 1.25 
ut% 

NON-RECOVERABLE 
TRASH 

TRANSFERRING 
FROM ; 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED H 

I CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

TRANSFERRING 
FROM : 

MLLW 

50387 DO05 SALT SLUDGE, 
CHLORIDE FROM LAB 

324 0.4 OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 

FM - W2 7 2 

FM- W2 73 

0 566 
PPm 

F SYSTEM, 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT PROJECT MLLW 

50405 D006B 
DO07 

NON-RECOVERABLE 
TRASH FROM PLANT 
6 -DARK GREY 
SOLIDS 

298 0.8 OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

TRANSFERRING 
FROM : 

F 
0 Uran. 1 . 1 6 0  2,790 

PPm 

0.67 0.75 
ut% ut% 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT MLLW 

50406 FM-2274 DO04 
DO11 

FURNACE SALT, 
CHLORIDE FROM 
PL+NT 6 SALT-OIL 
FURNACE 

2.945 5.4 SA I I r I S H E D  
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

TRANSFERRING 
FROM : 

0 Uran. 111,000 177,000 
PPm 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT MLLW 
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3.1.6-D WASTE STREAMS TRANSFERRED OUT OF THE PSTP PREFERRED OPTION 
PREFERRED OPTION: 

OHIO MOBILE CHEMICAL TREATMENT SYSTEM 

%PA 
CODES 

WASTB 
DESCRIPTION 

5 YEAR RATE LDR 
TREATMmT 
STANDARD 

TRgATMENT 
TRAMS/ 

PROJECT NAMB 

XWIR 
ID# 

RADIOLOGICAL 
CONC-TION 

Avo. Max. 

BASIS 
OF 

CHAR. 

SA 

PRBPBRRED 
OPTION(S) / 
DISPOSAL OPTION 

50408 FM- W34 2 DOOBB 
DO10 

FURNACE SLAT, 
NON-CHLORIDE FROM 
PILOT PLANT 
ROCKWELL FURNACE 

2,’036 2 . 2  0 0 Uran. 103,000 186,000 
PPm PPm 

U235 0.90 _ -  - 
ut% 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

TRANSFERRING 
FROM : 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM F 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

TRANSFERRING 
FROM : 

MLLW 

60123 FM-W280 DO39 
FOO2 

SOLVENT SEMI- 
SOLID FROM THE 
SERVICE BLDG. AND 
ADMIN. BLDG. 
LAUNDRY 

4 0  0.2 0 0 _ -  - Uran. 1.0 
PPm 

- U235 0.791 0.945 
wt% ut% 

PK 
SA 

~~ ~ ~ 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

OHIO MOBILE 
TREATMENT CHEMICAL 

SYSTEM G 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT MLLW 

130,079 177 13,018 12.6 

t 
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3i1.6-E WASTE STREAMS TRANSFERRED INTO THE PSTP PREFERRED OPTION 

PREFERRED OPTION: 
OHIO MOBILE CHEMICAL TREATMENT SYSTEM 

LDR 
TREATMENT 
STMDARD 

TxsATMxNT 
TRAINS / 

PROJgCT NAMB 

W U T E  
DESCRIPTION 

KEF # 

533 

538 

MWIR 
ID# 

FM- W05 8 

FM- WO5 9 

EPA 
CODES 

D001A’ 
D006B 

€m3643 
8881 
Wa8.B 
PO02 
Pbu$A 

RADIOLOGIcAt 
CONCENTRATION 

BASIS 
OF 

CBAR. 

PREFERRED 
OPTION(S) / 
DISPOSAL 
OPTION Ave . Max. 

PAINT, GRAY EPOXY Uran. 13 35 
PPm PPm 

ORGANIC 
RECOVERY OR 
COMBUSTION* 

TRANSFERRING 
TO: 

G 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

PK 
SA 

SA 

- U235 0.70 
wt% 

0.87 
wt% REMAINING 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED CHEMICAL 

TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

TRANSFERRING 
TO ; 

LLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

SOIL BORING #1508 
FROM FIRE 
TRAINING GROUNDS 

0 0 ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED G 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

TRANSFERRING 
TO : 

MLLW 

1711 FM- W3 0 8 D002AC 
DO088 
D009C 
DO10 
FOOl 
F002 
F005A 

METALS EXTRACTS, 
DIGESTS AND 
LEACHATES 

2,017 2.4 19,068 16.8 PK 
SA 

DEACTIVATION 
AND MEET UTS* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

RADIOACTIVITY SCREEN 

2 x 10.5 
pCi/g F 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

TRANSFERRING 
TO: 

MLLW 

FM- N3 8 1 D001F’ DRAW TEMP 275 92 0.2 0 0 Uran. 0.01 - _  
wt% 

U235 0.50 - _  - 
ut % 

PK 
SA 

DEACTIVATION’ 

MEET UTS 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM F 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT LLW 

v 
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3.1.6-E WASTE STREAMS TRANSFERRED INTO THE PSTP PREFERRED OPTION 
PREFERRED OPTION: 

OHIO MOBILE CHEMICAL TREATMENT SYSTEM 
- - 
BASIS 
OF 

CHAR. 

W S T B  
DXSCRIPTION 

TRRATMXNT 
TRAINS/ 

PROJECT # A m  

KEF # 

2 4 0 3  

2 0 0 0 7  

2 0 0 2 4  

2 0 0 3 7  

MWfR 
ID# 

EPA 
CODBS 

R A D I O ~ I C A C  
CONCKNTRATION 

Ave. Ha%. 

PRBPBRRBD 
OPTION(S) / 
DISPOSAL OPTION 

FM-N403 D001A' DIRT, ROCKS, AND 
WOOD WITH LIQUID 
UNKNOWN SOURCE 

111 0 . 2  Uran. 2 5 , 5 4 3  2 6 . 1 4 8  
PPm PPm 

- PK 
SA 

TRANSFERRING 
TO: 

G 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 0 . 7 3  0 . 7 7  

ut t w t t  

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

TRANSFERRING 
TO: 

LLW 

FM- W 15 6 DO11 OIL CONTAMINATED 
WET SUMP OR 
FILTER CAKE 

w 6 2 . 2  
3X,12X 

0 0 Uran. 6 1 . 2  - -  - 
ppm 

U235 1.11 - _  - 
w t t  

PK 
SA 

- 
PK 
SA 

- 
PK 
SA 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRAT I ON 
BASED 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM G 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT LLW 

FM-W159 DO07 
D008B 

HIGH FLUORIDE 
SCRAP SALTS AND 
FLOOR SWEEPINGS 

0 0 Uran. 1 2 . 9  2 8 . 6  
PPm PPm 

- U 2 3 5  0.69 0 . 7 4  
ut t ut t 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

TRANSFERRING 
TO: 

G 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT LLW 

FM-W166 DO29 PROCESS RESIDUES, 
TRAILER CAKES, 
WASTE SLURRIES, 
ETC. FROM PLRNT 8 

3 6 2  0.6 0 0 Uran. 7 7 , 0 0 0  139,000 
PPm PPm 

- U 2 3 5  0 . 5 7  0 . 7 2  
ut % ut% 

TREATMENT 
STANDARD 
EFFECTIVE 
09/19/96 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

TRANSFERRING 
TO: 

G 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

LLW 

F, 

* 
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3.1.6-E WASTE STREAMS TRANSFERRED INTO THE PSTP PREFERRED OPTION 
PREFERRED OPTION: 

OHIO MOBILE CHEMICAL TREATMENT SYSTEM 
- - 
BASIS 
OF 

CBAR. 

- 
SA 

WASTE 
DESCRIPTION 

5 YEAR RATE PRBPBRRBD 
OPTION(S) / 
DISPOSAL 
OPTION 

TREATMENT 
TRAINS / 

PROJBCT NAME 

EPA 
CODBS 

MWfR 
ID# 

RADIOLOGICAL 
CONCKNTRATION 

Ave. Ha. 

Uran. 29.5 - -  
w t  % 

U235 1.39 - -  - 
w t  % 

LDR 
TRBATmKNT 
STANDARD 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

(kg) (m' 

0 0 20120 FM-N349 DO07 DUST COLLECTOR 
BAGS 

TRANSFERRING 
TO: 

OHIO MOBILE 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

G 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

TRANSFERRING 
TO: 

LLW 

FM- W2 12 DOOlF' 
DO07 
D008B 

IMPURE THORIUM 
NITRATE (SOLID) 

838 0.2 0 0 DEACTIVATION* 

MEET UTS 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
EASED 

onlo MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

- Th. 41.4 
w t  % 

40185 

- 
50058 

50063 

PK 

PK 
SA 

SA 

F 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT LLW 

FM - W22 2 DO07 DUST COLLECTOR 
BAGS 

s... !?!? *:'::'6 
....... ...... ....... ...... ...... ....... 

0 0 - Uran. 83 228 
PPm PPm 

- U235 0.81 1.62 
w t  % w t  % 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

on10 MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

TRANSFERRING 
TO: 

G 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT . LLW 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

FM-W224 DO04 
D008B 

ROASTED MGF2 AND 
OTHER MATERIAL 
FROM PLANT 8 
ROTARY KILN 

2,349 1.4 428,000 475,000 
-PPm PPm 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

TRANSFERRING 
TO: 

0 0 

- U235 0.93 0.94 
w t %  w t %  G 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

PSTP - Appendix C m p p l e m e n t  
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3.1.6-E WASTE STREAMS TRANSFERRED INTO THE PSTP PREFERRED OPTION 
PREFERRED OPTION: 

OHIO MOBILE CHEMICAL TREATMENT SYSTEM 
- - 
BASIS 
OF 

CHAR. 

LDR 
TRBATKBNT 
STANDARD 

TRXATMENT 
TRAINS/ 

PROJECT NAMB 

PRePERREo 
OPTION(S) / 
DISPOSAL 
OPTION 

WASTB 
DBSCRIPTION 

MEP t 

50148 

50165 

MWIR 
ID# 

EPA 
CODBS 

RADIOLOGIcAt 
CONCENTRAT1 ON 

Ave . Max. 

FM- W2 4 2 DO04 SCRAP U308, HIGH 
FLUORIDE, FROM 
CRUCIBLE BURNOUT 
IN PLANT 5 
CASTING AREA 

44474w3 109.2 
l.09,949 

Uran. 740,000 790,000 
PPm PPm 

- U235 0.43 0.66 
wt z wt % 

SA 

- 
SA 

- 
SA 

- 
SA 

- 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

TRANSFERRING 
TO: 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM G 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT LLW 

FM - W2 4 5 DO07 ROASTED SUMP AND 
FILTER CAKE FROM 
PLANT 8 ROTARY 
KILN 

14,944 11.4 0 0 Uran. 475,775 561,266 
PPm PPm 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

TRANSFERRING 
TO: 

- U235 0.90 0.95 
wt% wt% G 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT 

TRANSFERRING 
TO: 

MLLW 
~ 

FM- W2 4 6 DO07 NON-OILY CLEAN- 
OUT SLUDGE FOR 
ROASTING FROM 
PLANT 9 CASTING 

202 0.2 0 0 ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

Uran. 160,000 336,000 
PPm PPm 

u2)5 1.03 1.04 
wt z wtb 

50169 

50180 

G 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT LLW 

~ 

10,942 1 . 6  FM-W252 DO07 
DO088 
DO10 

FURNACE SALT, 
NON-CHLORIDE FROM 
PLANT 6 MACHINING 

Uran. 2,430 
PPm 

6,230 
PPm 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 

TRANSFERRING 
TO: 

TREATMENT 
SYSTEM U235 0.36 0.45 

PPm ppm G 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT LLW 

PSTP - Appendix C m p p l e m e n t  
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ORGANIC 
RECOVERY OR 
COMBUST1 ON 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT LLW 

TRANSFERRING 
TO: 

G 

~~~~~~m 
PROJECT 

CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
PROJECT LLW 

Appendix C - Supplement 
3.1.6-E WASTE STREAMS TRANSFERRED INTO THE PSTP PREFERRED OPTION 

PREFERRED OPTION: ~~. . 

OHIO MOBILE CHEMICAL TREATMENT SYSTEM 

WASTB 
DESCRIPTION 

MhTR 
ID#  

FM-W340 

EPA 
CODES 5 YEAR RATE WIOLOGICAt 

C O N C ~ T I O N  LDR PREPERRED 
TRAINS/ OPTION (S )  / 

STANDARD 

I OPTION Ave . wax. 

Uran. 3,030 12,350 
ppm PPm 

- U235 1.11 1.91 
wt % Wt% 

50197 DO07 207 0.4 SLUDGES FOR 
BLENDING FROM 
PLANT 9 N-R 
FURNACE 

ESTABLISHED TRANSFERRING 
TREATMENT 1 TO: 
STANDARDS ARE 
CC---- 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 

3NCENTRATION I c! I SYSTEM BASED 

FM- W2 5 8 D001A' 
DO10 

OILY SLUDGE FOR 
OXIDATION WITH 
HIGH FREE METAL 
FROM LEBLOND 
RAPID BORER IN 
PLANT 9 MACHINING 
AREA 

153 0.2 0 0 
50204 

50293 

SA 

- 
SA 

- 

Uran. 115,000 139,000 
PPm ppm 

w t Z  wt % 

- 
1.10 U235 0.79 - 

OHIO MOBILE 
CHEMICAL 
TREATMENT 
SYSTEM 

LLW 
FM- W2 5 9 DO04 U308 FOR 

REOXIDATION FROM 
JNC INC. 

3,560 4.8 0 0 Uran. 80 82 
PPm PPm 

TRANSFERRING OHIO MOBILE 
TO: . CHEMICAL 

TD.3l-m.-  I I ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT STANDARDS ARE 

1.25 
w t Z  

~- 

SYSTEM :ONCENTRATION 
3ASED 

qET GAIN 181,782.3 205.6 19,068 16.8 

PSTP - Appendix C - S y e m e n t  
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Waste Stream Adjustments 

Table A: Total waste stream additions to the PSTP PO from October 
1, 1-994 to July 1, 1995. 

SUMMARY OF WASTE STREAM ADJUSTMENTS TO THE PREFERRED OPTION 

- 

Quantity Added Quantity Removed 

(kg) (In3 ) (kg) (m3 

- -  80,795.0 91.2 - -  

3.1.7 

- -  

TSCA 

20,091.0 31.4 

INCINERATOR 

a result of consolidations, EPA Code changes, or 
additional generation in the same waste stream. 

Table D: Total waste streams transferred out of the PSTP 
Preferred Option. 

Table E: Total waste streams transferred into the PSTP Preferred 
Opt ion. 

Table C: Total waste stream volume and information adjustments as 

SUBTOTALS OF CHANGES FOR PREFERRED OPTION 

~ ~~ 

3.6 

- -  23,517.0 39.7 

- -  - -  1,832.0 

- -  

- -  93,603.0 126.6 - -  

174,398.0 217.8 45,440.0 74.7 

Table B: Total waste stream subtractions to the PSTP PO from 
October 1, 1994 to July 1, 1995. 

ESTIMATED REVISED TOTALS 1412,709.2 I 536.9 

' C-257 
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3.1.7-A WASTE STREAM ADDITIONS TO THE PSTP PREFERRED OPTION 
FROM OCTOBER 1, 1994 TO JULY 1, 1995 

PREFERRED OPTION: 
TSCA INCINERATOR 

WASTE 
DKSCRIPTION 

- 
BASIS 
OF 
CHAR. 

- 
PK 

- 
SA 

- 
PK 
SA 

PK 
SA 

5 YBRR RATE MWIR 
ID# 

EPA 
CODES LDR 

TREATMENT 
STANDARD 

RADIOLOGICAI. 
CONCE#TRATION 

TREABIEWT 
TRAINS/ 

PROJECT NAEIB 

PRBPKRRED 
OPTION(S) / 
DISPOSAL OPTION 

Ave. Max. 

NOT AVAILABLE 201 FM- W423 DO18 CRANKCASE OIL ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 

BASED 
CONCENTRATION 

C TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

C 

MLLW 

524 FM- W4 2 8 DOOlA* IGNITIBLE LIQUID, 
UNKNOWN ORIGIN 

128 0.2 0 0 Uran. 1.0 _ _  - 
ppm 

0.71 _ _  
wt b 

ORGANIC RECOVERY 
OR COMBUSTION* 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

MLLW 
LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE, PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

C 
142 FM-W430 OILY SLUDGE FROM 

FLOOR DRAIN 
4 9 8  0.4 0 0 Uran. 7,200 - -  

PPm 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

~ 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

0.39 - -  
wt % 

LIQUID MIXED 
rlASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

C 

MLLW 

1058 FM-W4 3 3  

~~ 

DOOlC’ 
D009C 

DECANT WATER FROM 
’JPR/AAF PRIMARY 
SEPARATOR 

~ 

340 0.2 3 0 - -  975 
PPm 

DEACTIVATION AND 
MEET UTS OR 
ORGANIC RECOVERY 
OR COMBUSTION* 

k m M f i l ~ G  
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

J235 - -  1.01 
w t  b 

dIQUID MIXED 
lASTE PROJECT 
[LIQUIDS ONLY) MLLW 

* 
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TRBATXXNT 
TRAINS/ 

PROJECT NAHB 

PRBPKRRXD 
OPTION ( 6 )  / 
DISPOSAL 
OPTION 

FM-W435 

EM-W442 

FM-W448 

FM-W462 

D001A' 

D002Af 

DO088 
Fool 
F002 

F002 

DECONTAMINATION 
WASH/FLUSH WATER 

METHYLENE 
CHLORIDE EXTRACTS 

467 0.6 

765 1.0 

Appendix C - Supplement 
3.1.7-A WASTE STREAM ADDITIONS TO THE PSTP PREFERRED OPTION 

FROM OCTOBER 1, 1994 TO JULY 1, 1995 
PREFERRED OPTION: 
TSCA INCINERATOR 

LDR 
TWTMENT 
STANDARD 

UEEP # 

1182 

F!ADIOLaGIcAL 
CONCK16RATION 

Ave. Max. 

BASIS 
OF 

CEAR. 

PK 

PK 

PK 

CODES 

FM-W434 D001A* 

DESCRIPTION 

CLEAR DISPERSANT, NOT AVAILABLE ORGANIC RECOVERY 
OR COMBUSTION' TYPE (H) PREMIX- 

BLACK, CYAN, 
YELLOW L MAGENTA LIQUID MIXED 

WASTE PROJECT (LIQUIDS ONLY) MLLW 

CLEAR DISPERSANT, 27 0.2 
TYPE (H) PREMIX, 
TYPE (H) I 

~ ~ 

NOT AVAILABLE ORGANIC RECOVERY 
OR COMBUSTION' C 0 0 

CONCENTRATE 
LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 1 MLLW 
(LIQUIDS ONLY 1 

2410 0 . 2  I 21 USED MILLIPORE 
PCB TEST KIT 
(LIQUID) 

0 0 NOT AVAILABLE DEACTIVATION AND 
MEET UST' C 

LIQUIDS MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) I MLLW 

2611 0 0 Th. - -  0 . 4  
PPm 

- ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

C PK 
SA 

PK 

Uran. - -  20.6 
PPm 

- 
LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

2656 Uran. 1,240 - -  
P ! 3 / 1  

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

INCINERATOR 

LIQUIDS MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT c (LIQUIDS ONLY) 8- MLLW 

PSTP - Appendix C - 9bl;blement 
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3.1.7-A. WASTE STREAM ADDITIONS TO THE PSTP PREFERRED OPTION 
FROM OCTOBER 1, 1994 TO JULY 1, 1995 

PREFERRED OPTION: 
TSCA INCINERATOR 

- 
BASIS 
OF 

CEAR. 

gPA 
CODES 

MXP # WASTX 
DESCRIPTION 

MWIR 
ID# RADIOLOGICAG 

CONCENTRATION 

Ave. Max. 

LDR 
TREARIENT 
STANDARD 

PREPKRRED 
TRAINS/ OPTION(S) / 

OPTIO~ 

INCINERATOR 

2694 FM- W4 6 9 DO39 
F002 
F003 
F005A 

TCLP EXTRACT 200 0.2 Uran. 1.6 _ _  
pCi/l 

U235 33 _ _  
pCi/l 

- 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 

BASED 
CONCENTRATION 

PK 
SA 

PK 

- 
PK 
SA 

- 
PK 
SA 

- 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

INCINERATOR 

LIQUID MIXED 

FM-W478 D001A' OFF-SPEC. PAINT 391 2.0 0 0 Uran. 0.20 _ _  
W t Z  

60013 

60040 

50044 

ORGANIC RECOVERY 
OR COMBUSTION+ 

MLLW 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

I D001A' 
DO080 
DO35 

SOLVENT MIXTURE 
UNSPECIFIED 
ORIGIN 

2 0.2 0 0 ORGANIC RECOVERY 
OR COMBUSTION 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

Uran. 16 - _  
PPm 
0.83 _ _  
w t %  . 

- C TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

LIQUIDS MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUID ONLY) 

INCINERATOR 

D001A' 
Fool 

CONTAMINATED 
SOLVENT MIXTURE, 
(TCA & CCL4) 

74 0.4 0 0 Uran. 2.0 - _  

u235 0.6 _ _  
.PPm 

w t  % 

ORGANIC RECOVERY 
OR COMBUSTION' 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 

BASED 
CONCENTRATION LIQUID MIXED 

'7ASTE PROJECT 1 . MLLW 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

e 

x c - Sup%ent 
RPB3 1.1  

PSTP - Append 
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ilRDIOLoGIcAL 
COWCEWIWATION 

Ave. Max. 

~ ~~ 

BASIS  LDR TREAlTYENT 
OF TRRannsNT TRAINS/ 

(3IAR. STANDARD PROJECT NAMS 

D001A' 
D004. 
DOO8B 
DO10 

MIXED ORGANICS 
FROM BLDG 15 
PROCESS 
DEVELOPMENT REMAINING 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 

Uran. - -  31 
PPm 

- U235 - -  0.8 
w t %  

- C PK ORGANIC RECOVERY 
SA OR COMBUSTION' 

REMA IN I NG 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED LIQUID MIXED 

WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

Appendix C - Supplement 
3.1.7-A WASTE STREAM ADDITIONS TO THE PSTP PREFERRED OPTION 

FROM OCTOBER 1, 1994 TO JULY 1, 1995 
PREFERRED OPTION: 
TSCA INCINERATOR 

UWIR 
ID#  

WASTE 
CODES DESCRIPTION 
EpA I PRBPKRRgD 

OPTION(8) / 
DISPOSAL 
OPTION I (kg) (d 

35 0.2 60049 FM-W4 92 I C  - ORGANIC RECOVERY Uran. 4 . 0  
PPm OR COMBUSTION* 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

- _  - U235 0.7 
w t  % 

MLLW 

60051 FM-W483 2,135 2.8 
~~ 

0 0 
TREATMENT ESTABLISHED I C  Uran. 5,460 

ppm 
TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

MLLW 

STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

U235 1.03 - _  
w t %  

- 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

60052 FM-W484 26 0.4 0 0 TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

D001A' USED SOLVENT FROM 

DO088 
F002 I GAW\GE 

MLLW 

*- 1. 

PSTP - Appendix C 
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WEP # BPA 
CODBS 

DOOlA' 60053 

WASTE Qn 
DESCRIPTION 

Ow) (ma ) 

GASOLINE REMOVED 12 0.4 

60058 

5 YKAR RATE 

60060 

RADIOLOGICAL 
CONCENTRATION 

HWIR 
ID# 

LDR 
TRgARIKNT 
STANDARD 

ORGANIC RECOVERY 
OR COMBUSTION' 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 

FM- W4 8 5 

TRKAlwKNT 
TRAINS/ 

PROJECT NAME 

C 

FM-W4 86 

FM- W4 8 7 

w 
Appendix C - Supplement 

3.1.7-A WASTE STREAM ADDITIONS TO THE PSTP PREFERRED OPTION 
FROM OCTOBER 1, 1994 TO JULY 1, 

PREFERRED OPTION: 
TSCA INCINERATOR 

DOOlA' WASTE SOLVENT 2.4 
D008B FROM BOILER PLANT 
F002 

D001A' ORGANIC SOLVENT I 144 0.2 
DOO8B I MIXTURE FROM 

U235 0.05 _ _  
wt % 

- 

24 
O I o r a n  - -  PPm 

0 

U235 - -  - 0.49 
wt % 

0 

C-262 

1995 

- 
BASIS 
OF 

CHAR. 

PK 
SA 

PK 
SA 

PK 
SA 

TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION LIQUID MIXED 

WASTE PROJECT 

ORGANIC RECOVERY 
OR COMBUSTION' 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 

LIQUID MIXED I WASTE PROJECT CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

ORGANIC RECOVERY 
OR COMBUSTION' 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED I LIQUID MIXED WASTE 'PROJECT 

(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

PRBPERRKD 
OPTION(S) / 
DISPOSAL 
OPTION 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

MLLW 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

MLLW 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

MLLW 

B 

PSTP - Appendix C - Su-ment 
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MEF # 

60063 

60064 

60066 

60074 

MQIR 
ID# 

FM-W488 

EM-W4 09 

FM-W490 

FM-W491 Uran. 52 _ _  
PPm 
0.60 _ _  
wtk 

PK 
SA 

Appendix C - Supplement 
r' 

3.1.7-A WASTE STREAM ADDITIONS TO THE PSTP PREFERRED OPTION 
FROM OCTOBER 1, 1994 TO JULY 1, 1995 

PREFERRED OPTION: 
TSCA INCINERATOR 

5 Y W  RATE PREPg3cRgD 
OPTION(S) / 
DISPOSAL OPTION 

EPA 
CODES 

DO060 
DO080 
D009C 
DO18 
DO19 
DO21 
DO35 
DO39 
DO4 0 
F002 

WASTE 
DBSCRIPTION 

CONTAMINATED 
INSOLUBLE OIL 

RADIOLOGIcAt 
CONCENTRATION 

AVe. Idax. 

ppm SA 

TRAINS/ 
PROJECT HAME 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

0 0 C ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

U235 1.07 - -  
wtt 

- 

MLLW 

D001A' 
DO080 
DO35 
F002 

SOLVENT 
CONTAMINATED OIL 
FROM PLANT 2/3 

17 0.2 TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

0 0 Uran. 445 
PPm C ORGANIC RECOVERY 

OR COMBUSTION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT I (LIQUIDS ONLY) STANDARDS ARE 

CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

MLLW 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

D001A* 
D008B 
DO19 
DO35 
F002 

USED OIL FROM 
PLANT 4 
MAINTENANCE SHOP 

10 0.2 0 0 Uran. 473.000 - -  
PPm C ORGANIC RECOVERY 

OR COMBUSTION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 

u235 0.73 - -  
wt% 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION I BASED MLLW I 

~ ~~ 

D001A* 
D O 0 8 0  
D009C 
F002 

WASTE FROM 
PLANT 6 MACHINERY 

56 0.6 TSCA 
INCINERATOR C 0 0 ORGANIC RECOVERY 

OR COMBUSTION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

PSTP - Appendix C - S g m e n t  
# STP-001 . 1.1 

b 

w 
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3.1.7-A WASTE STREAM ADDITIONS TO THE PSTP PREFERRED OPTION 

(kg) (m' 1 

0 0 

Ave. Max. 

45 _ _  
PPm 

U235 1.23 - -  
w t  % 

- 

0 0 Uran. 554 _ _  

u235 0.65 - _  
PPm 

w t t  

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

C 

MLLW 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

C. 

MLLW 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

FROM OCTOBER 1, 1994 TO JULY 1, 1995 

BASIS 
OF 

CHAR. 

PREFERRED OPTION: 
TSCA INCINERATOR 

KEF f# NWIR 
ID# 

BPA 
CODBS 

WASTE 
DESCRIPTION 

LDR 
TREATMENT 
.STANDARD 

5 YBAR RATE 
CONCENTRATION 

PRBPKRRED 
TRAINS/ OPTION(S) / 

OPTION 

I 
60080 FM-W492 D001A' 

DO07 
DO080 
DO19 
DO40 
F002 

CONTAMINATED 
INSOLUBLE OIL 
FROM MAINTENANCE 
- GENERAL 

220 0.2 PK 
SA 

ORGANIC RECOVERY 
OR COMBUSTION' 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

C TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) MLLW 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

60081 FM-W493 D001A' 
DO06 
DO088 
DO10 
F002 

USED OIL/SOLVENT 
FROM PLANT 7 
MAINTENANCE 

2 0.2 ORGANIC RECOVERY 
OR COMBUSTION' 

PK 
SA 

PK 
SA 

PK 
SA 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

60084 FM-W494 D001A' 
DO080 
DO10 
F002 

USED, 
CONTAMINATED 
MACHINE AND ' 

ENGINE OIL 

2,023 2.0 ORGANIC RECOVERY 
OR COMBUSTION' 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

0 Uran. 10,200 - -  

60096 FM-W496 D001A' 
DO088 
D009C 
DO18 
F002 

FUELS, OILS, 
SOLVENTS FROM 
BUILDING 31 
GARAGE 

64 9 1.0 ORGANIC RECOVERY 
OR COMBUSTION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED I LIQUID MIXED 

WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

Rn: PSTP - Appendix C - Su 
# STP-001 

clpa 
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3 . 1 . 7 - A  WASTE STREAM ADDITIONS TO THE PSTP PREFERRED OPTION 
FROM OCTOBER 1, 1994 TO JULY 1, 1995 

PREFERRED OPTION: 
TSCA INCINERATOR 

WASTE 
DESCRIPTION T R E A m  

TRAINS/ 
PROJECT NAME 

MWIR 
ID# 

BPA 
CODES 

LDR 
TRXATMENT 
STANDARD 

RADIOLOGICAL 
CONCWRATION 

Ave. Max. 

BASIS 
OF 

CRAR. 

PRBPgRRED 
OPTION(S) / 
DISPOSAL 
OPTION 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

60110 FM-W4 97 D001A' 

* 

OILY SLUDGES FROM 
PLANT 5 METAL 
REDUCTION 

2 6 7  0.2 Uran. 18,712 - -  
PPm 

PK 
SA 

ORGANIC RECOVERY 
OR COMBUSTION' C 

_ _  - U235 1.5 
w t  % LIQUID MIXED 

WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

C 

MLLW 

60115 FM-W499 D001A' 
F002 

SUMP SLUDGES FROM 
GARAGE (NON-WTS) 

0 0 

~~ 

- Uran. 4,213 - -  
PPm 

- _  - U235 0.62 
w t  % 

PK 
SA 

ORGANIC RECOVERY 
OR COMBUSTION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

1.698 3.0 

STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED LIQUID MIXED 

WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY 

C 

MLLW 

60116 FM-W500 D001A' 
DO07 
D008B 
DO18 
DO19 
DO39 
DO4 0 

USED OIL WASTE 
DESTINED FOR 
INCINERATION AT 
OIL BURNER 

313 0 . 4  0 0 Uran. 4.267 - -  
ppm 

_ _  - U235 0 . 4 6  
w t k  

PK 
SA 

ORGANIC RECOVERY 
OR COMBUSTION' 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

MLLW 
LIQUID WASTE PROJECT MIXED 

(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

C 
60124 FM- W 5 0 1 D009C 

DO18 
DO35 

PAINT THINNERS 
AND PAINT 
RESIDUES 

43 0 . 4  PK 
SA 

TS CA 
INCINERATOR 

MLLW 

0 0 Uran. 23 _ _  
PPm 
0.77 _ _  
w t  % 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED LIQUID MIXED 

WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY 

STP - Appendix C 
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UEF # 

3.1.7-A WASTE STREAM ADDITIONS TO THE PSTP PREFERRED OPTION 
FROM OCTOBER 1, 1994 TO JULY 1, 1995 

PREFERRED OPTION: 
TSCA INCINERATOR 

MWIR BPA WASTE c[JRRKNT QTY 5 YISAR RATE RADIOLOGICAL BASIS LDR TRKATKENT PREFERRED 
OPTION ( 6 )  / ID# CODES DKSCRIPTION CONCEHTRATION OF TREATMENT TRAINS/ 

PROJECT NAKB DISPOSAL CHAR. STANDARD 
(kg) (ma) (kg) (m’ Ave. Idax. OPTION 

0 60342 I FM-WS04 I D008B . I CONTAMINATED I 69,531 70 I 0 TSCA 
INCINERATOR C NOT AVAILABLE PK ESTABLISHED 

TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED LIOUID MIXED 

RAINWATER FROM 
UST # 5  I I Foo2 I 

I I I MLLW WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY) 

NET GAIN 80,795 91.2 0 0 

C - 266 
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MBP # KPA 
CODBS 

422 

WASTE CURRXNT Qm 9 YEAR RATE RADIOLOGICAL 
DESCRIPTION CONCENTRATION 

(kg) (m’) (ks) (m’ ) Ave. Ha%. 

1536 

LDR 
TREAThlENT 
STANDARD 

PPmnPITFUPn 
z$aM?ma - 
aGSGE2 

MWXR 
ID# 

TREATMENT PREPERRXD 
OPTION(S) f 

OPTION 

TRAINS/ 
PROJECT NAME DISPOSAL 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR C 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 

FM- WO 3 3 

FM- W 11 0 , Uran. 0.01 _ _  
ut % 

U235 0.840 _ _  - 
w t  % 

- 
Appendix C - Supplement 

3.1.7-B WASTE STREAM SUBTRACTIONS TO THE PSTP PREFERRED OPTION 
FROM OCTOBER 1, 1994 TO JULY 1, 1995 

PREFERRED OPTION: 
TSCA INCINERATOR 

- 
T R s % € s m  
6TApIBARe6pa6 

aGSGE2 

TSCA C INCINERATOR 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 

SPENT METHYLENE 
CHLORIDE 

RAINWATER FROM 
WASTE PIT AREA 

0 

NOT AVAILABLE 

NET LOSS I 20,091 31.4 I 95 0.1 I 

BASIS 
OF 

CBAR. 

PK 

PK 

I MLLW (LIQUIDS I ONLY1 

MLLW (LIQUIDS 
ONLY) 

C - 267 
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D008B 
DO18 
Fool 
F002 

USED OIL 

D001A' 
w04 USED ACETONE AND 

WATER 

D001A'' 
W' 
PO04 
DOQ5 
130068 

DOOBB 
D0ib 
DOLI 

n o w  

LABORATORY ACIDS 
(NITRIC ACID AND 
CYCLOHEXANE) 

Appendix C - Supplement 
3.1.7-C WASTE STREAM VOLUME AND INFORMATION ADJUSTMENTS AS A RESULT OF CONSOLIDATIONS, 

EPA CODE CHANGES, OR ADDITIONAL GENERATION IN THE SAME WASTE STREAM 
PREFERRED OPTION: 
TSCA INCINERATOR 

- - 
BASIS 
OP 
CHAR. 

PK 

PK 

- 
PK 

- 

CODES DESCRIPTION Y LDR 
TRBATMENT 
STANDARD 

~~ 

TREATMXNT 
TRAINS/ 

PROJECT NAKE 

mBp I 

402 

MWIR 
ID# PREP- 

OPTION(6) / 
DISPOSAL OPTION 

RADIOMOICAL 
COK-RATION 

Ave. Max. 

Uran. 0.01 - _  
PPm 

E 0.99 _ _  
w t  z 

FM- W020 ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

MLLW 

C 
LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE 
PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS 
ONLY 

C 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE 
PROJECT (LIQUIDS 

ONLY 

ARCHIVED INTO 
MEF 60064 

418 FM- W03 0 975 12.0 1,061 1.0 NOT AVAILABLE TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

ORGANIC 
RECOVERY OR 
COMBUSTION' - 
%aaMauB 
TRExmmT - - 
aASaL9 

1) ORGANIC 
RECOVERY OR 
COMBUSTION' - 
pLprB-w66TIRG+ 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

NO CHANGE IN 
QUANTITY 

519 8.2 

MLLW 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

425 FM-W035 885 0.9 NOT AVAILABLE C 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE 
PROJECT 
ONLY) (LIQUIDS 

NO CHANGE IN 
QUANTITY MLLW 

C - 268 
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3.1.7-C WASTE STREAM VOLUME AND INFORMATION ADJUSTMENTS AS A RESULT OF CONSOLIDATIONS, 

EPA CODE CHANGES, OR ADDITIONAL GENERATION IN THE SAME WASTE STREAM 
PREFERRED OPTION: 
TSCA INCINERATOR 

HE? # WASTE 
DBSCRIPTION 

- - 
BASIS 
OF 

CBAR. 

- 
PK 
SA 

- 
PK 

TREATMXNT 
TRAINS/ 

PROJECT NAHB 

MWIR 
ID# 

BPA 
CODBS 

DOOlA* 
B€kW 
a03 5 

LDR 
TRBATMXNT 
STANDARD 

RADIOLOGICAL 
CONCENTRATION 

Ave. &lax. 

NOT AVAILABLE 

PREFERRED 
OPTION(S) / 
DISPOSAL OPTION 

507 FM-N401 GASOLINE ORGANIC 
RECOVERY OR 
COMBUSTION* 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

MLLW 

C 
REMA IN I NG 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE 
PROJECT ' 
(LIQUIDS 
ONLY) 

C 

I NO CHANGE IN 
QUANTITY 

658 FM- W 0 7 8 DO18 CODED AS OIL - 
STRONG SOLVENT 
ODOR 

Uran. 0.01 _ _  
ut % 

- U235 1.0 
ut% 

_ _  

TREATMENT 
STANDARD 
EFFECTIVE 
09/19/96 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE 
PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS 
ONLY 1 MLLW 

1411 FM-N363 D001A' 
DO05 
DO07 
D008B 
D009C 
DO10 
DO11 
ijo.l.s 
ga$ $ 

F O o 3 . .  
goas5 . . .  . 

......: ....... . 
FOP2 

CONTAMINATED 
SOLVENT FROM 
PAINT SHOP 

NOT AVAILABLE PK 
SA 

3RGANIC 
TECOVERY OR 
ZOMBUSTION' 

7EMAINING 
3STABLISHED 
FREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
?ONCENTRATION 
3ASED 

C TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE 
PROJECT 
ONLY) (LIQUIDS 

NO CHANGE IN 
RUANTITY MLLW 

* 
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3.1.7-C WASTE STREAM VOLUME AND INFORMATION ADJUSTMENTS AS A RESULT OF CONSOLIDATIONS, 

EPA CODE CHANGES, OR ADDITIONAL GENERATION IN THE SAME WASTE STREAM 
PREFERRED OPTION: 
TSCA INCINERATOR 

MQIR 
ID# 

- - 
BASIS 
OF 

CHAR. 

- 
PK 
SA 

TRXA- 
TRAINS/ 

PROJECT NAKE 

SPA 
CODES 

WASTE 
DESCRIPTION 

RADIOLOGICAL 
CONCENTRATION 

Ave. Max. 

Uran. 10 _ _  
PPm 

PREP- 
OPTION(S) / 
DISPOSAL OPTION 

~~ 

D001A* 
D006B 
DOO8B 
Fool 
F002 

USED SOLVENT, 
C 

1412 

1501 

1728 

FM- W105 

FM- WlO8 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

ORGANIC 
RECOVERY OR 
COMBUST ION' 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

1,1,1- 
TRICHLOROETHANE 

u235 0.75 
wt% 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE 
PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS 
ONLY) 

E 

ARCHIVED INTO 
MEF 60059 MLLW 

DO18 SPILL CLEAN-UPS 
OF OIL AND GAS 

13,191 8.9 NOT AVAILABLE PK TREATMENT 
STANDARD 
EFFECTIVE 
09/19/96 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

LIQUIDS-MLLW 
SOLIDS-LLW 

rSCA 
INCINERATOR ' 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE 
PROJECT 
( LIQUIDS 
ONLY) 

QUANTITY SPLIT 
BETWEEN TWO 
PREFERRED 
OPT IONS 

1,199 1 . 8  

REDUCTION DUE TO 
SHIPMENT TO 
ENVIROCARE 

CRANKCASE OIL FM- W3 12 4.499 4 . 8  NOT AVAILABLE PK 

- 
PK 
SA 

- 
Ezwmaas 
=€waw6 - - 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

C 
DOC168 
VUOBB 
DO18 

DO088 
D009E 
DO39 
PxU. 
FOG3 
FOU3 
FW5A 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE 
PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS 
ONLY) 

NO CHANGE IN 
2UANTITY 

122 0.2 

MLLW 

rSCA 
[NCINERATOR 

10006 FM - W 12 9 CONTAMINATED OIL 
INSOLUBLE 

0 0 Uran. 135.5 164.7 
PPm PPm C ESTABLISHED 

TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

3235 0.55 
w t  % LIQUID MIXED 

WASTE 
PROJECT hi(:JIDS 1 VO CHANGE IN 

JUANTITY I; 
MLLW 

* 
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3.1.7-C WASTE STREAM VOLUME AND INFORMATION ADJUSTMENTS AS A RESULT OF CONSOLIDATIONS, 

EPA CODE CHANGES, OR ADDITIONAL GENERATION IN THE SAME WASTE STREAM 

MEF I 

20031 

60068 

MWIR 
ID# 

€M- W162 

€M-W277 

EPA 
CODES DBSCRIPTION OIASTE l z Z 2 2 -  

CONTAMINATED OIL, 
INSOLUBLE GEAR 
OIL, LUBRICATING 
OIL FROM PLANT 1 

DO088 
DO18 
DO19 

DO29 
DO39 
DO40 
F002 

m e  

NO CHANGE IN 
QUANTITY 

I 
DOOBB CONTAMINATED 

INSOLUBLE OIL 
FROM PLANT 5 OIL 
STORAGE AREA 

1,263 1.8 

497 0.6 

NO CHANGE IN I QUANTITY 

PREFERRED OPTION: 
TSCA INCINERATOR 

5 YEAR RATE 

0 0 

19,656 15.6 

RADIOLOGICRL 
CONCKNTRATION 

Ave. Max. 

- Uran. 391 5 1 5  
PPm ppm 

- U235 1.53 2.71 
w t %  w t  % 

16 20 
PPm PPm 

- U235 0.46 0.65 
w t  % w t %  

BASIS 
OF 

CHAR. 

PK 
SA 

SA 

LDR 
TRmTMxNT 
STANDARD 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

TRxAlwENT PREPgRRED 
TRAINS/ OPTION(S)/ 

PROJXCT NAME DISPOSAL OPTION I 
C 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE 
PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS 
ONLY) 1 MLLW 

WASTE LIQUID MIXED 

PROJECT 
MLLW ( LIQUIDS 

ONLY) 

C-271 

0: I .  

* 
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_ _  Uran. 577 

- U235 1.1 - -  
PPm 

w t  % 

ONLY) 

PK TRANSFERRING 
SA FROM: 

€x?aN€G - - E 

Appendix C - Supplement 
3.1.7-D WASTE STREAMS TRANSFERRED OUT OF THE PSTP PREFERRED OPTION 

PREFERRED OPTION: 
TSCA INCINERATOR 

EPA 
CODES 

WASTE 
DESCRIPTION 

5 YEAR RATE MEP w 

533 

I MPtIR 
ID# LDR TRKATKENT 

CONCENTRATION TRAINS/ 
PROJECT NAMg STANDARD 

PREFERRED 
OPTION(S)/ 
DISPOSAL OPTION 

TSCA INCINERATOR 
D001A' 
D006B 

FM-W058 

FM- W101 

PAINT, GRAY EPOXY Uran. 13 
PPm 

ORGANIC 
RECOVERY OR 
COMBUSTION* 

TRANSFERRING 
FROM : 

- U235 0.70 
wt % C REMAINING 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 

CONCENTRATION ~ ~ ~ ~ p ~ ~ ~ ~ &  
STANDARDS ARE 

(LIQUIDS I I I  BASED 
MLLW 

1229 CONTAMINATED SUMP 
WATER 

6,019 6.6 15,280 13.4 TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

OHIO MOBILE 

SYSTEM 
STABILIZATION 

ESTABLISHED LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 

STABILIZATION 

QUANTITY SPLIT 
BETWEEN TWO 
PREFERRED 
OPTIONS XQUIDS -MLLW 

SOLIDS - LLW 
L711 'M-W308 D002Af 

DO080 
D009C 
DO10 
DO39 
Fool 
F002 
F005A 

METALS EXTRACTS. 
DIGESTS AND 
LEACHATES 

2,017 2.4 TRANSFERRING 
FROM : I DEACTIVATION 

AND MEET UTSf 
RADIOACTIVITY SCREEN 

2 x 10- 
19,068 16.8 PSCA 

[NCINERATOR 

I (1- 
REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 

rCUg - 
CONCENTRATION LIQUID MIXED 

;TE PROJECT 
I TREATMENT 

STANDARDS ARE 
~ ~ . .  

I I BASED I Y f f  
I I {U~QUIDS 

ONLY I 
MLLW 

PSTP - Appendix C - *I ement 
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3.1.7-D WASTE STREAMS TRANSFERRED OUT OF THE PSTP PREFERRED OPTION 
PREFERRED OPTION: 
TSCA INCINERATOR 

WASTE 
DKSCRIPTION 

- - 
BASIS 
OF 

C H m .  

- 
PK 
SA 

LDR 
TRBATMmJT 
STANDARD 

MEP # PRBPERRKD 
OPTION (S)  / 
DISPOSAL 
OPTION 

MWIR 
ID# 

EPA 
CODES 

QTY TRBRTME#T 
TRAINS/ 

PROJECT NAME 

5 YEAR RATE RADIOLOGICAL 
CONCWRATION 

Ave. Max. 

1949 FM-N381 D001F' DRAW TEMP 275 92 0.2 Uran. 0.01 _ _  
Wt z 
0.50 - _  
wtz 

DEACTIVATION 
AND MEET UTS OR 
ORGANIC 
RECOVERY OR 
COMBUSTION* 

TRANSFERRING 
FROM : 

C 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

WASTE LIQUID PROJECT MIXED 

( LIQUIDS 
ONLY 

TRANSFERRING 
FROM : 

MLLW 

2363 FM-N382 D001Cf' 
DOO2B*' 
DO068 
DO088 
D009C 
DO18 
DO35 
DO38 

CAUSTIC LAB WASTE 
FROM ANALYSIS OF 
SAMPLES 

1,517 1.6 Uran. 215 - -  
PPm 

- U235 29.56 
pCi/l 

_ _  

PK 
SA 

1) DEACTIVATION 
AND MEET UTS OR 
ORGANIC 
RECOVERY OR 
COMBUSTION" 

2 )  DEACTIVATION 
AND MEET UTS" 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

0 0 

C 

DO39 
DO4 0 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
( LIQUIDS 
ONLY) MLLW 

2403 FM- N4 0 3 D001A' DIRT, ROCKS, AND 
WOOD WITH LIQUID 
UNKNOWN SOURCE 

~_____ 

111 0.2 0 0 Uran. 25,543 26,148 
PPm PPm 

0.77 
wt t wt% 

U235 0.73 - 

PK 
SA 

ORGANIC 
RECOVERY OR 
COMBUSTION* 

TRANSFERRING 
FROM: 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

C 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS , 

ONLY) MLL3 

C-273 
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3.1.7-D WASTE STREAMS TRANSFERRED OUT OF THE PSTP PREFERRED OPTION 

PREFERRED OPTION: 
TSCA INCINERATOR 

MXP w MWIR 
I D #  

XPA 
CODXS 

WASTX 
DESCRIPTION 

LDR 
TREATKXNT 
STANDARD 

TREATMxm 
T-INS/ 

PROJXCT NAXX 

5 YEAR RATE RFQIOLoGICAt 
C O N C ~ T I O N  

Ave.  Max. 

B A S I S  
OF 
m. 

PREPERRI(D 
OPTION (SI / 
DISPOSAL 
OPTION 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

20007 FM- W156 DO11 OIL CONTAMINATED 
WET SUMP OR 
FILTER CAKE 

Uran. 61.2 _ _  
' PPm 

wt b 
U235 1.11 _ _  - 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

3-3+GS 62.2 
31,721 

TRANSFERRING FROM : PK 
SA 

PK 
SA 

PK 

E OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM LIQUID MIXED 

WASTE (LIQUIDS PROJECT 

ONLY 1 

STABILIZATION PROJECT 

TRANSFERRING 
FROM : 

QUANTITY SPLIT 
BETWEEN TWO 
PREFERRED 
OPTIONS 

LIQUIDS-MLLW 
SOLIDS-LLW 

20037 FM- W16 6 DO29 362 0.6 0 0 TREATMENT 
STANDARD 
EFFECTIVE 
09/19/96 

PROCESS RESIDUES, 
TRAILER CAKES, 
WASTE SLURRIES, 
ETC. FROM e m  8 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

Uran. 77,000 139,000 
PPm PPm 

0.51 0.72 
wt % wt b E OHIO MOBILE 

STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM LIQUID MIXED 

WASTE PROJECT 
( LIQUIDS 
ONLY) QUANTITY SPLIT 

BETWEEN TWO 
PREFERRED 
OPT IONS 

LIQUIDS-MLLW 
SOLIDS-LLW STABILIZATION 

PROJECT 

TRANSFERRING 
FROM : 

40185 FM- W2 12 D001F' 
DO07 
D008B 

IMPURE THORIUM 
NITRATE (SOLID) 

838 0.2 DEACTIVATION 
AND MEET UTS' 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

Th. 4 1 . 4  _ _  
wt % 

0 0 

E REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM LIQUID MIXED 

WASTE (LIQUIDS PROJECT 

ONLY 1 

STABILIZATION 
PROJECT 

QUANTITY SPLIT 
BETWEEN TWO 
PREFERRED LIQUIDS-MLLW 

7+ OPTIONS 

w 
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3.1.7-D WASTE STREAMS TRANSFERRED OUT OF THE PSTP PREFERRED OPTION 

PREFERRED OPTION: 
TSCA INCINERATOR 

EPA 
CODES 

WASTE 
DESCRIPTION 

MWIR 
ID# TREATMENT 

TRAINS/ 
PROJECT NAME 

RADIOLOGICAL 
CONCENTRATION 

LDR 
TREATMENT 
STANDARD 

PREFERRED 
OPTION (S) / 
DISPOSAL 
OPTION 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM 

Ave. Max. 
I 

50197 FM-W340 DO07 SLUDGES FOR 
BLENDING FROM 
PLANT 9 N-4 
FURNACE 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 

BASED 
CONCENTRATION 

TRANSFERRING 
FROM : 

&2& 3 , 0 3 0  12,350 SA 
PPm 

E 
LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
LIQUIDS ONLY) 

QUANTITY SPLIT 
BETWEEN TWO 
PREFERRED 
OPTIONS STABILIZATION 

PROJECT 
LIQUIDS-MLLW 
SOLIDS-LLW 

TSCA 
INCINE~TOR 

50204 FM- W2 5 8 D001A' 
DO10 

OILY SLUDGE FOR Uran. 115,000 139.000 SA I PPm PPm 
ORGANIC 
RECOVERY OR 
COMBUSTION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 

TRANSFERRING 
FROM : OXIDATION WITH 

HIGH FREE METAL 
FROM LEBLOND 
RAPID BORER IN 
PLANT 9 MACHINING 
AREA 

E OHIO MOBILE 
STABILIZATION 
SYSTEM LIQUID MIXED 

WASTE PROJECT 
( LIQUIDS 
ONLY) 

STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

BETWEEN TWO 
PREFERRED LIQUIDS-MLLW 

SOLIDS-LLW STABILIZATION 
PROJECT 

23,517 39.7 34,348 30.2 

a9 
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3.1.7-E WASTE STREAMS TRANSFERRED INTO THE PSTP PREFERRED OPTION 
PREFERRED OPTION: 
TSCA INCINERATOR 

LDR 
TRlWmmT 
STANDARD 

WASTE 
DESCRIPTION 

TREATMENT 
?RAINS/ 

PROJECT NAME 

MEP I MWIR 
ID# 

EPA 
CODXS 

QW RADIOLOGICAL 
CONCIWTRATION 

BASIS 
OF 

CHAR. 

PRBPERRKD 
OPTION(S) / 
DISPOSAL 
OPTION ive.  1 3 a ~ .  

3 8 6  FM- W2 8 8 DO19 
DO39 
FOOl 
F002 

FLOOR SUMP CLEAN- 
OUT SLUDGE 

6 3 3  0 . 4  Uran. 4 8 6  6 6 2  
PPm PPm 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

TRANSFERRING 
TO: 

C 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

PK 
SA 

PK 
SA 

PK 

U235 0 . 6  
w t  % 

- 0 . 6  
w t  % 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS 
ONLY 

TRANSFERRING 
TO: 

C 

MLLW 

514 

~ 

FM- WO 5 5 

~ 

D001A* 
DO07 
D008B 
F002 
F003 
FOOSA 

572 1 . 2  0 0 - _  - Uran. 3.0 
PPm 

- U235 0 . 3 3  0 . 4 4  
w t  % w t  % 

ORGANIC 
RECOVERY OR 
COMBUSTION' 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

BAD PAINT FROM 
PAINT BOOTH 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS 
ONLY I MLLW 

5 8 4  FM- W 0 6 8 DO D U 4  
DO18 

KEROSENE (DIESEL 
FUEL) /SLUDGE 

1 , 0 2 8  1 . 4  0 0 NOT AVAILABLE ORGANIC 
RECOVERY OR 
COMBUSTION' - 
6TMQm.Q 
CFCFTCFT(rC 
€%44446 

TRANSFERRING 
TO: 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

MLLW 

C 
LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS 
ONLY 

subi;Pement 
R E O  1.1 
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3.1.7-E WASTE STREAMS TRANSFERRED INTO THE PSTP PREFERRED OPTION 
PREFERRED OPTION: 
TSCA INCINERATOR 

- - 
BASIS 
OF 

CBRR. 

- 
PK 

- 
PK 

L_ 

PK 

L_ 

WASTK 
DBSCRIPTION 

LDR 
TRBATMxm 
STANDARD 

TRKATKKHT 
TRAINS/ 

PROJBCT M 

PI&PBRRED 
OPTION(S) 1 
DISPOSPJ. 
OPTION 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

MIQIR 
I D #  

KPA 
CODES 

5 YEAR RATE rIEP # 

870 

RADIOLOGIcAt 
CONC-TION 

Ave. Wax. 

FM-WO9 3 D001A* VRRNISH - UNUSED 0 0 NOT AVAILABLE TRANSFERRING 
TO: 

C 

ORGANIC 
RECOVERY OR 
COMBUSTION. 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS 
ONLY) 

TRANSFERRING 
TO: 

C 

MLLW 

873 SPENT FIXER 612 1.2 0 0 Uran. 0.01 - _  
ut z 
0.2 _ _  
wtb 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

FM- W 0 94 

FM- W3 3 5 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS 
ONLY 1 

TRANSFERRING 
TO: 

C 

LLW 

1504 D001A' FLAMMABLE PAINT 
AND PAINT-RELATED 
PRODUCTS 

495 0 . 4  2,598 2 . 0  NOT AVAILABLE ORGANIC 
RECOVERY OR 
COMBUSTION* 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS 
ONLY) MLLW 

* 
@I ement 

*v. 1.1 

w 
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3.1.7-E WASTE STREAMS TRANSFERRED INTO THE PSTP PREFERRED OPTION 
PREFERRED OPTION: 
TSCA INCINERATOR 

LDR 
TRxATumT 
STANDARD 

TRBARIEWT 
TRAINS/ 

PROJECT NAME 

PRgPERRED 
OPTION(S) / 
DISPOSAL 
OPTION 

EPA 
CODES 

WASTE 
DESCRIPTION 

5 YEAR RATE MWIR 
ID# 

RADIOLOGICAL 
CONCIQITRATION 

Ave. Max. 

BASIS 
.OF 
m. 

SA ' 

~ ~~ 

51 0.2 1705 FM-W306 DOOlA* 
DO04 
D006B 
DOO8B 
DO10 

NOT AVAILABLE ORGANIC 
RECOVERY OR 
COMBUSTION' 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

TRANSFERRING 
TO: 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

MLLW 

LABORATORY 
GENERATED WASTE, 
WASTE OIL FROM 
TCLP EXTRACTS 

C 
LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS 
ONLY) 

TRANSFERRING 
TO: 

C 

1706 FM-W114 DO18 
DO21 
DO35 
DO38 
DO4 0 
DO4 3 
F002 
F005A 

LAB WASTE, TCLP 
EXTRACT 

2.035 2.2 3,059 3.0 - Uran. 1,242 1,602 
PPm PPm 

- U235 6.97 19.03 
w m  PPm 

PK 
SA 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS 
ONLY ) 

TRANSFERRING 
TO: 

C 
LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
( LIQUIDS 
ONLY) 

MLLW 
~ 

2016 

~~ 

FM- W324 D001A' 
DO18 
DO26 

PAINT BITUMASTIC 
300 M A AND B 
COAL TAR COATING 

3 3  0.2 0 0 NOT AVAILABLE PK TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

ORGANIC 
RECOVERY OR 
COMBUST1 ON' 

MLLW 

0' p 

* 
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mF # 

2235 

RADI OLOGI CAL 
CONC-TION 

Ave. Max. 

ALpHA 76.0 _ -  
pCi/ml 

- BETA 113.0 _ _  
pCi/ml 

2259 

BASIS LDR TREATMENT 
OF TRgARIEKP -INS/ 

CAAR. STANDARD PROJECT NAME 

PK ESTABLISHED TRANSFERRING 
SA TREATMENT TO: 

STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED C 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 

~ 

2402 RINSEATE WATER 

MWIR 
ID# 

FM-W328 

161 0.4 

FM- W3 3 0 

FM-N394 

EPA 
CODES 

DO10 
F002 

D009C 
Fool 
FOO2 

Fool 
F002 
F005A 

Appendix C - Supplement 

3.1.7-E WASTE STREAMS TRANSFERRED I N T O  THE PSTP PREFERRED OPTION 
PREFERRED OPTION: 
TSCA INCINERATOR 

WASTE 
DESCRIPTION 

LAB GENERATED 
ORGANIC LIQUID 
WASTE 

TCLP LEACHATE 

5 YEAR RATE 

(kg) (m’ 1 

9,152 9.5 

999 0.9 

0 0 

I I  (LIQUIDS I ONLY) 
TRANSFERRING ESTABLISHED 

- -  I s”:: I TREATMENT 1 TO: Uran. 346 
ppm _ _  

STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRAT 1 ON I C  - - I  I BASED 6,290 

pCi/ml 

l l  LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS I ONLY) 

ESTABLISHED I ;’FERRING 
TREATMENT I PK I STANDARDS ARE NOT AVAILABLE 

C CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS 

I I  
I I 
I I  

PREPERRKD 
OPTION (S)  / 
DISPOSAL 
OPTION 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

MLLW 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

MLLW 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

MLLW 

C-279 
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3.1.7-E WASTE STREAMS TRANSFERRED I N T O  THE PSTP PREFERRED OPTION 
PREFERRED OPTION: 
TSCA INCINERATOR 

~ ~~~~ 

MWIR 
ID# 

FM-W126 

FM-W130 

FM-W131 

BPA 
CODES 

D001A' 
DO39 
Fool 

DO07 
Fool 

D001A' 
D008B 
DO35 
F005A 

- - 
BASIS 
OF 

CBAR. 

- 
PK 
SA 

LDR 
TREAlumT 
STANDARD 

TREAZWENT 
TRAINS/ 

PROJgCT NAKE 

WASTE 
DESCRIPTION 

PREPERRKD 
OPTION (S 1 / 
DISPOSU 
OPTION 

MBF 1) 5 YgRR RATE RRDIOLOGICAL 
CONCKNTRATION 

Ave.  Max. 

10003 OILY OXIDATION 
SLUDGES WITH HIGH 
FREE METAL 

2,590 . 2.8 Uran. 220 501 
PPm PPm 

- U235 0 . 4 9  0.75 
w t %  w t %  

ORGANIC 
RECOVERY OR 
COMBUSTION' 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

TRANSFERRING 
TO: 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

C 
LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUID ONLY) MLLW 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

10007 OILY SLUDGES 430 0.6 0 0 Uran. 2,767 2,896 
PPm PPm 

- U235 0.85 0.90 
w t  % w t  % 

PK 
SA 

- 
PK 
SA 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

TRANSFERRING 
TO: 

C 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS 
ONLY) 

TRANSFERRING 
TO: 

MLLW 
~~ ~~ ~~ 

Uran. 3.5 14.3 
PPm PPm 

- U235 0.61 0.78 
w t %  w t  % 

10009 SLUDGES - SOLVENT 
(TRICHLOR , 
PERCHLOR) 

133 0.4 0 0 ORGANIC 
RECOVERY OR 
COMBUSTION' 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

TS CA 
INCINERATOR 

C 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 

I LIQUIDS 
ONLY) MLLW 

* 
1.1 

b 

N 
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LDR 
TRKATl4m.r 
STANDARD 

TRKATMEld 
IRAINS/ 

PROJECT NAME 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

TRANSFERRING 
TO: 

C 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

TRANSFERRING 
TO: 

C 
LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS . 
ONLY 1 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

TRANSFERRING 
TO: 

C 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS 
ONLY) 

TRANSFERRING 
TO: 

C 
LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE (LIQUIDS PROJECT 

ONLY) 

Appendix C - Supplement 

3.1.7-E WASTE STREAMS TRANSFERRED INTO THE PSTP PREFERRED OPTION 
PREFERRED OPTION: 
TSCA INCINERATOR 

- 
BASIS 
OF 

CBAR. 

PK 
SA 

WWfR 
ID# 

KPA 
CODES 

WASTE 
DKSCRIPTION 

PREPERRED 
OPTION (S) / 
DISPOSAL OPTION 

5 YXAR RATE RRDIOLOGICAL 
CONCHNTRATION 

Ave. Max. 

10010 FM- W 13 2 DO29 
DO39 
DO40 
Fool 

~ ~~ 

77.665 105.8 0 0 TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

MLLW 

SLUDGES, OILY - Uran. 841 1,091 
PP* PPm 

- U235 0.30 0.41 
wt% wt% 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS 

10016 OILY SLUDGE FOR 
OXIDATION 

1,352 1.2 0 0 Uran. 535 886 
PPm PPm 

- U235 0.21 0.30 
wt % ut% 

PK 
‘SA 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

FM-WI37 

FM-W140 

FM- W14 7 

MLLW 

10021 SLUDGES, OILY 311 0.4 - Uran. 872 3,468 
PPm PPm 

0.46 0.49 
w t  % w t Z  

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

0 0 PK 
SA 

- 
PK 
SA 

MLLW 
~~ ~ 

1,476 2 . 0  

~ ~ 

0 0 10028 TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

Uran. 1.60 - -  
wt % 

U235 0.950 _ _  - 
wt% 

SLUDGES, OILY 

MLLW - 
r : ) .  

PSTP - Appendix C - 
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3.1.7-E WASTE STREAMS TRANSFERRED I N T O  THE PSTP --------- ^---^-- 

PREFERRED OPTION: 
TSCA INCINERATOR 

- - 
BASIS 
OF 

CBAR. 

- 
PK 
SA 

- 
PK 
SA 

WASTE 
DESCRIPTION 

LDR 
TREARIENT 
STANDARD 

PREFERRED 
OPTION (S)  / 
DISPOSAL 
OPTION 

TRBRTMENT 
TRAINS/ 

PROJECT NAMB 

MEF t MWIR 
ID# 

EPA 
CODES 

RADIOLOGICAt 
CONCEUTRATION 

Ave. Max. 

20045 FM- W16 8 DO19 
DO22 
DO39 
F002 

CONTAMINATED TBP 
AND/OR KEROSENE 
MIXTURES AND 
SLUDGES FROM LAB 

- Uran. 1.3 2.9 
ut2 ut2 

- U235 0.93 1.12 
ut2 w t  z 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

TRANSFERRING 
TO: 

C 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE 1 L IQUIDS PROJECT 

ONLY) MLLW 

20142 FM- W 18 1 D001A' 
DO19 
DO22 
DO39 
F002 
F003 

CONTAMINATED TBP 
AND KEROSENE 
MIXTURES FROM 
ANALYTICAL LAB 

15 0.2 0 0 

~~ 

Uran. 13,000 29,000 
PPm PPm 

E 0.93 1.12 
ut 2 ut z 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

MLLW 

ORGANIC 
RECOVERY OR 
COMBUSTION' 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

TRANSFERRING 
TO: 

C 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS 
ONLY) 

TRANSFERRING 
TO: 

C 

50010 FM- W2 16 F002 
F005A 

NON-RECOVERABLE 
TRASH FROM 
PLANT 1 - 
CONTAINS LIQUIDS 
AND OIL 

2 04 0.2 0 0 Uran. 220 290 
PPm PPm 

- U235 0.45 0.47 
ut2 ut2 

PK 
SA 

- 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS 
ONLY) MLLW 

PSTP - Appendix C 
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1.601 2 . 2  

3.1.7-E WASTE STREAMS TRANSFERRED I N T O  THE PSTP PREFERRED OPTION 
PREFERRED OPTION: 
TSCA INCINERATOR 

0 0 

TRANSFERRING 
TO: 

C 

I 

93,603 126.6 16,077 15.6 

TSCA . 
INCINERATOR 

RADIOLOGIcAt 
CONCKNTRATION 

Uran. 8,200 13,320 SA 
PPm 

W 31,500 57,000 PK 
PPm PPm 1 SA 

Vran. 1.0 ._ 

PPm 

LDR 
TREATMENT 
STANDARD 

ORGANIC 
RECOVERY OR 
COMBUST ION* 

REMAINING 
ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

TRKATMENT 
IRAINS/ 

PROJECT NAM8 

TRANSFERRING 
TO: 

C 

~~ 

PREPERRSD 
OPTION(S) / 
DISPOSAL 
OPTION 

TSCA 
INCINERATOR 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS 
ONLY) 1 MLLW 

TRANSFERRING I TSCA INCINERATOR 
TO: 

C 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
( LIQUIDS 
ONLY) 1 MLLW 

LIQUID MIXED 
WASTE PROJECT 
(LIQUIDS ONLY I MLLW 

C - 283 
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Waste Stream Adjustments 

Table A :  Total waste stream additions to the PSTP PO from 
October 1, 1994 to July 1, 1995. 

October 1, 1994 to July 1, 1995. 

as a result of consolidations, EPA Code changes, or 
additional generation in the same waste stream. 

Table B: Total waste stream subtractions to the PSTP PO from 

Table C :  Total waste stream volume and information adjustments 

SUMMARY OF WASTE STREAM ADJUSTMENTS TO THE PREFERRED OPTION 

Quantity Added Quantity Removed 

(kg) (m3 (kg) (m3) 

- -  - -  - _  - -  

- -  - -  52 , 046.6 44.2 

- -  - -  - -  - -  

3.1.8 ENVIROCARE 

Table D: Total waste streams transferred out of the PSTP 

Table E: Total waste streams transferred into the PSTP 

Preferred Option. 

Preferred Option. 

SUBTOTALS OF CHANGES FOR PREFERRED OPTION 

~ ~ ~ 

- -  - -  - -  - -  

21,067 32.6 - -  - -  

2 1 , 0 6 7  3 2 . 6  5 2 , 0 4 6 . 6  4 4 . 2  

Subtotal f o r  Quantity Added 

Subtotal fo r  Quantity Removed 

ESTIMATED REVISED TOTALS 

Total for Preferred Option Submitted in March 1995 

21,067.0 32.6 

52,046.6 44.2 

32.6 21,067 . O  

C-284 
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FM-N413 

FM-N350 

DO39 

DO39 

w 
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3.1.8-B WASTE STREAM SUBTRACTIONS TO THE PSTP PREFERRED OPTION 
FROM OCTOBER 1, 1994 TO JULY 1, 1995 

PREFERRED OPTION: 
ENVIROCARE 

MEP # 

- 
BASIS 
OF 
CBAR. 

PK 
SA 

LDR 
TRBA- 
STANDARD 

WASTE 
DESCRIPTION 

NON-OILY CLEAN- 
OUT SLUDGES FROM 
ROASTING 

PREPBRRED 
OPTION(S)/ 
DISPOSAL OPTION 

w10Loc1cAL 
CONCENTRATION 

Ave. lhx. 

- Uran. 1,435 4,136 
pem ppm 

_ _  - U235 0 . 5  
wti 

TREATMKNT 
TRAINS/ 

PROJECT NAMB 

1438 
... .. $$ .:.. 
....... ... .. ....... . .  7.. 

TREATMENT 
STANDARD 
EFFECTIVE 
09/19/96 

FM-N391 
B ENVIROCARE 

MLLW _(i F005A 

NON-LDR/cTSC 
DISPOSAL 
PROJECT 

SOLIDIFIED LAB 
WASTE z. ,: 

....... ...... ...... 
y 

....... 
0 0 Uran. 0.01 _ _  

wti 

U235 0.50 - _  - 
ut% 

PK 2048 

2581 

ESTABLISHED 
TREATMENT 
STANDARDS ARE 
CONCENTRATION 
BASED 

ENVIROCARE 

MLLW 

B 

NON-LDR/<TSC 
DISPOSAL 
PROJECT 

CONTAMINATED WOOD 
PALLETS 

0 0 NOT AVAILABLE ENVIROCARE 

MLLW 

PK 

PK 
SA 

B ....... ....... ...... ..... ...... .A. ....... 

NON-LDR/cTSC 
DISPOSAL 
PROJECT 

60017 OILY RAGS AND 
CLOTHING 

0 0 .0015 _ _  
pCi/ml 

rREATMENT 
STANDARDS 
ZFFECTIVE 
39/19/96 

ENVIROCARE 

MLLW 

B 

NON-LDR/<TSC 
DISPOSAL 
PROJECT 

'JET LOSS 52,046.6 44.2 2,325 2.0 

k The current quantity waste streams were dispositioned at Envirocare in March 1995. 

I p .  
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XKP # MWIR 
ID# 

5 0 1 5 4  

EPA WASTE QTY 
CODES DESCRIPTION 

(kg) (m’ ) 

w 
Appendix C - Supplement 

3.1.8-E WASTE STREAMS TRANSFERRED INTO THE PSTP PREFERRED OPTION 
PREFERRED OPTION: 

ENVIROCARE * 

F M - W ~ ~  u w . ~  ROASTED CALCIUM- 21,067 32.6 
11002 PRECIPITATED SUMP 

AND FILTER CAKE 

NET GAIN 21,067 32.6 

5 YEAR RATE RADIOLO(I1cAL 
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APPENDIX D 

STAKEHOLDER INVOLVEMENT 



Appendix D, Stakeholder Involvement 

Appendi x D provides an  overview of information disseminated and i n p u t  received 
on the development of the documents on the Federal Facility Compliance Act 
(FFCAct) a t  the FEMP. 

Appendix D consi sts o f  information which sequenti a1 l y  documents ; Regul atory 
Agency comment and FEMP responses, public comment and the FEMP responses, as 
we1 1 as pub1 i c meeti ngs , presentations , fact sheets, not i  f i  cati ons , news 
articles and briefings associated w i t h  the FFCAct. 
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p, 7 2 1 2  ITEM NO. 1 

DSTP FORMAL COMMENTS 

My name is Darryl Huff, and I am the chair of the Fernald Citizens Task Force's 

Waste Disposition Subcommittee. 1 would like to formally comment on the Draft Site 

Treatment Plan, which the Department of Energy issued to Ohio EPA to comply with the 

Federal Facilities Compliance Act. I would like to make clear, however, that my comments 

represent my views as an individuai ad not the views of the subcommittee as a whole. 

To begin, I favor the Department of Energy consistently choosing options that utilize 

mobile treatment technologies over options that would involve building permanent treatment 

facilities at the Fernaid site for two reasons. The tirst reason is that the cost is lower. The 

second reason is that Fernaid should not become a permanent treatment facility. The 

area residents have been repeatedly assured that the site will be "cleaned up and closed," as 

former site manager Phil Hamric said in a September 29, 1993 letter to Don Schregardus of 

Ohio EPA. Hamric continued by saying that if Fernaid becomes a regional or national 

treatment center, that would appear to be "inconsistent with" what the Department of Energy 

has been saying. I agree wholeheartedly. Fernald shoald not become a permanent treatment 

facility. 

That point leads me to a few concerns that I have about the Draft Site Treatment 

Plan. One of my concerns is that Portsmouth is recommending shipping one hundred and 

nine cubic meters of mixed waste here for treatment in Fernald's MAWS facility. That 

amount would be roughly the same as 546 drums of waste. Strangely, Fernaid recommends 

mobile treatment options for the very same waste stream. How will the Department of 

Energy decide which set of engineers is correct? will accepting Portsmouth waste lead to 



lTEM NO. 1 

having to accept waste from other Department of Energy. sites for treatment'! 

Another concern that I have is that according to Section 8.3 of the Background 

Volume of the draft iite Treatment Plan. the Department of Energy will sit down with each 

individual state that has, a Department of Energy site with mixed waste and discuss what 

mixed wastes will be treated at which sites. The section further states that these discussions 

could occur after the draft Final Site Treatment Plans are submitted to the states. Will there 

be any opportunity for public participation in the decisionmaking at that point in time? 

Also, I am concerned that Fernaid is still on the list of sixteen sites the Department of 

Energy is considering using for disposal of mixed waste. While I have been informaily 

assured that Fernald is not likely to remain on the list much longer, I will continue to worry 

until Fernald is officially taken off the list. I do not want to have to wait until the Record of 

Decision. comes-out. under the Department of Energy's Environmental Management 

Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement to see Fernaidis not on the list ... I donIt want 

Femald to even have the opportunity to appear on the list. 

My3ina.l concern has to do with-alternate plans. Envirocare is listed as a preferred 

option for some of the mixed waste at Fernald. as is the TSCA Incinerator in Oak Ridge. 

What would the alternate plans be if Utah and Tennessee closed their borders to out-of-state 

waste? Wouid the alternate plans be the plans that received the second-highest scores in the 

evaluation process? Would the Depamnent of Energy go back to the drawing board? Would- 

the public have the chance to participate in the formulation of the new plans? A similar 

scenario might be if the planned technology was ineffective on a particular type of mixed 

waste. 
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In conclusion. these thoughts are partiy my own and partly those of other peopie. I, 

along with many other area residents. want to know what the Department of Energy’s 

response is. Promises were made to us, and we want to see them kept. I believe the 
B 

Department of Energy is on the right path, but I want to see the end reached. 

D-3 
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RESPONSE : 

COMMENT : 

RESPONSE : 

COMMENT : 

ITEM NO. 2 

RESPONSE TO DSTP FORMAL COMMENTS 

One of my concerns i s  t h a t  Portsmouth i s  recommending shipping one 
hundred and nine cubic meters of mixed waste here for treatment i n  
Fernald’s MAWS facil i ty.  T h a t  amount would be roughly the same as 
546 drums of waste. Strangely, Fernald recommends mobi l e  
treatment options f o r  the very same waste streams. 
Department of Energy decide which set of engineers i s  correct? 
Will accepting Portsmouth waste lead t o  having  t o  accept waste 
from other Department of Energy sites for treatment? 

How wi l l  the 

Portsmouth has revised t h e i r  Preferred Option for these waste 
streams from the FEMP MAWS F a c i l i t y  t o  an option which does not 
involve on-s l te  treatment a t  the FEMP. 

However, a mixed waste stream from Ba t te l l e  Columbus Laboratory 
has been iden t i f i ed  f o r  treatment a t  the FEMP. The States w i l l  
continue discussion o f  mixed waste being treated a t  o f f - s i t e  
1 ocations . These discussions may i nvol ve equi ty i ssues t o  
establ ish a f a i r  and j u s t  d i s t r i bu t i on  o f  mixed waste treatment a t  
DOE s i tes .  These equity discussions may resu l t  i n  addi t ional  DOE 
s i t es  ident i f y ing  the FEMP f o r  treatment o f  t h e i r  mixed wastes i n  
the future. The FEMP w i l l  continue t o  discuss t h i s  issue wi th  
stakeholders. 

Another concern I have i s  t h a t  according t o  Section 8.3 of the 
Background Volume of the Draft Site Treatment P1 a n ,  the Department 
of Energy will s i t  down w i t h  each i n d i v i d u a l  s tate t h a t  has a 
Department of Energy s i t e  w i t h  mixed waste and discuss what mixed 
wastes wi l l  be treated a t  which  si tes.  The section further states 
t h a t  these discussions could occur after the Draft F i n a l  Site 
Treatment Plans are submitted t o  the states. Will there be any 
opportunity for public participation i n  the decisionmaking a t  t h a t  
point i n  time? 

The State o f  Ohio i s  required by the Federal Fac i l  i t y  Compl i ance 
Act (FFCAct) t o  s o l i c i t  pub1 i c  comment on the Proposed S i t e  
Treatment P l  ans. 

Also, I am concerned t h a t  Fernald is  s t i l l  on the l i s t  of 16 sites 
the Department of Energy i s  considering using for disposal o f  
mixed waste. While I have been informally assured t h a t  Fernald is  
not likely t o  remain on the l i s t  much longer, I wi l l  continue t o  
worry u n t i l  Fernald is  officially taken off the l i s t .  
w a n t  t o  have t o  wai t  u n t i l  the Record of Decision comes out under 
the Department of Energy’s Environmental Management Programmatic 
Environmental Impact Statement t o  see Fernald i s  not  on the l i s t .  
I d o n ’ t  want Fernald t o  even have the opportunity t o  appear on the 
l i s t .  

I do not 

D 4  
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RESPONSE: The Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS) does not 
drive the committee reviewing DOE si tes for disposal of mixed 
waste. 

The review process for mixed waste disposal s i tes  is  on-going. 
The FEMP will continue t o  provide updates on the FEMP’s ranking as 
a mixed waste disposal s i t e  a t  public meetings. 

The PEIS process & disposal s i t e  selection w i t h i n  the PSTP are not 
similar activities. Additionally,  the disposal s i t e  selection 
process identifies the best candidate facil i t ies.  The actual 
decision t o  use a s i t e  as a disposal location will be made by DOE 
i n  conjunction w i t h  regulators, public, and other stakeholders. 

My f i n a l  concern has t o  do wi th  al ternate plans. Envirocare i s  
l i s t e d  as a preferred option fo r  some of the mixed waste a t  
Fernald. as is the TSCA 1ncinerator. in Oak Ridge. What would the 
al ternate plans be if Utah and Tennessee closed t h e i r  borders t o  
out o f  s ta te  waste? Would the al ternate plans be the  plans tha t  
received the  second-highest scores i n  the evaluation process? 
Would the Department of Energy go back t o  the drawing board? 
Would the publ ic have the chance t o  par t i c ipa te  i n  the  formulation 
o f  the new plans? A s im i la r  scenario might be i f  the- planned- 
technology was. ine f fec t i ve  on a par t icu lar  type o f  mixed waste. 

A number of options were reviewed for the technologies needed t o  
treat the- mixed waste a t  Ferna’ld. Alternatives for- treatment-are - 
ava.il able, however, they may not be- as cost effective- andlor. would- 
take substant ia l ly  longer t o  implement. DOE is invest igat ing all 
the alternatives t o  out of state treatment of FEMP mixed waste. 

COMMENT: 

RESPONSE: 4 

Envi rocare- i s bel-ng used- by Ferna’l d s t r ic t ly  for 1 i censed di  sposal- 
capacity, not for treatment. Envirocare is the only disposal 
facil i ty i n  the United States for mixed-low level waste. If 
Envirocare is  unavailable, Fernald would have t o  develop a new 
strategy for disposing of the affected waste streams. 

The Proposed Site Treatment P1 an which describes the FEMP’s 
current plans for mixed waste treatment will be available for 
public review and comment. Changes t o  these plans will require 
public review and comment. 
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U . S .  DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

COMMUNITY MEETING 

OCTOBER 18, 1 9 9 4  

THE PLANTATION 

- - -  
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ITEM NO. 3 

MR. STEGNER: Good evening folks, 

welcome. Thank you all for coming. M y  name is 

Gary Stegner. I work in Public Affairs for the 

Department of Energy at Fernald. 

You notice a little bit different 

l o o k  here tonight, it's a different room for one 

thing than we're used to. We no longer have a 

standing lease here on this building, so we pretty 

much had to take what they gave us, but. the 

break-out sessions tonight, we'll use this room and 

the room-down the hall. You also see we have 

tables. Someone suggested on their comment cards 

at the last meeting that we use tables, and there, 

you h s v e  tables. 

The format for tonight's meeting you 

see up here is going to be essentially the same as 

we've had. in- the pr-evious. months. We'll. stark-. of.f, 

after I get finished, which I won't be very long, 

with some remarks by- Johnny Reising; kind o f - g i v e  

you an update on the cleanup status, and then we'll 

go into break-out sessions. The break-out sessions 

tonight will deal with the Draft Site Treatment 

Plan and also the recommendations of the Fernald 

Citizens Task Force, which is extremely important 

I 

I 

Spangler Reporting Services 
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and fundamental to our path forward at Fernald. 

Let me see, the way we will do it 

tonight is after wetre done with this particular 

session, after Johnny gets done with h i s  remarks, 

we will go into break-out sessions, which w i l l  be 

more or less 3 0  minutes each. John Sattler from 

DOE will sort of lead and Rod Warner will try to 

facilitate the discussion on the Draft Site 

Treatment Plan, and John Applegate and Dennis 

Arnold will head the discussion on the 

recommendations of the Fernald Citizens Task 

Force. 

You should all have comment cards on 

your chairs, and I hope you all signed in when you 

came in because the results of the meeting, results 

of the discussion groups will be mailed to the 

folks who have signed in tonight. 

Let's see, as usual, following the 

break-out sessions we will reconvene, we will take 

about a ten-minute break after that, and we'll 

reconvene in here hopefully about 8:40, 8:45 time 

2 

frame, and then, as has been the tradition here, w, 

will have comments from US and Ohio EPA, the 

Fernald Citizens Task Force, and FRESH. And then 

Spangler Reporting Services 
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is.\. 

we will have an open mike period, and the only 

thing we ask is that you do use the mikes. 

We have a court reporter here 

recording this tonight. Of course, the transcript 

will be in the Public Reading R o o m  very soon. 
d 

Before we get into anymore of the 

program, why don't we kind of look at the upcoming 

public involvement activities we're going to be 

having. A s  you can see, it's a full schedule down 

the road her-e.. One thing I do want to point out, I 

believe it's next Tuesday here at the Plantation, 

we're- going. to- be having, kind of an availabil-ity 

session with the Operable Unit 2 representatives on 

the disposal cell for Fernald. That's something 

that. I think is- of great. inter.es.t to the- 

community. We urge you to put that on your 

I ca-lenda-rs. Short-ly therea-fter on- fhe- 8 t h ,  also 

here a t  the Plantation, we'll have the public 

meeting and take formal comments on the Operable 

Unit 2 proposed plan. 

Also in the back of the room you'll 

see a lot of information there, including the 

strategic plan, which is sort of the management 

strategy the management put forward for Fernald. 

1 
Spangler Reporting Services 
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1 2 1 :  
There's a lot of documents there. Look at them, 

take what you want. 

Before I introduce John, therefs t w o  

,things I want t o  do. I want to bring you 

up-to-date on some staff changes at Fernald and 

broach a not so pleasant topic, at least f r o m  m y  

perspective, with you. Ray Hansen, who I think 

most of you have come to know through the years,  

has retired effective September 30th. Jack Craig 

is now the acting area office director at Fernald. 

Jack is in a series of meetings this week in 

Washington and was not able to be here tonight. 

Asked me to convey  his regrets. He will be back in 

town on-Friday. Glenn Griffis has assumed Ray's 

position as the acting deputy area office director 

at Fernald. Simply removed Glenn from his previous 

s t ints  at Fernald and recently with the Ohio field 

I 

office. Johnny Xeising is n o w  the acting associate 

director for environmental management, which is the 

job that Jack Craig normally would have, and Johnny 

will be doing, performing Jack's role here tonight, 

and Ron Quador is the acting associate director f o r  

safety assessment. So as usual, kind of a score 

card at Fernald. I think actually we had a 

Spangler Reporting Services 
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permanent site manager for about eight or nine 

months out of the l a s t  two and a half years, and he 

was with the Ohio field office for Hamilton. 

The subject I wanted to broach with 

you that was not so pleasant from our perspective 

was a story you may have heard on the radio on your 

way in, you p r o b a b l y  will read it maybe in this 

evening‘s editions of the newspaper, that is a 

letter that we received today from the Ohio EPA 

threatening. enf0rcemen.t actions. because they are 

not pleased with our performance in handling ’the 

uranyl nitrate hexahydrate situation at Fernald. 

We refer to that as UNH. I think my second 

community meeting here about two years ago this was’ 

an issue-. And q.uif.er honestl,y, I- can, understand the 

position of the State of Ohio in this. We have not 

performed particular.1-y we.11 in. this, our- path 

forward has not been very quick, it has not been 

very definite. Let me say, however, there are 

ideas, proposals on the table that w e  are pursuing, 

but in terms of the position of the State of Ohio, 

they have not seen much tangible progress in the 

last two years on UNH. Even as we speak today, I 

mentioned Jack Craig was in Washington, DC. The 

Spangler Reporting Services 
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ITEM NO. 3 

topic of his meeting today in Washington, DC was 

UNH, what are we going to do, where do we stand. 

Not only is Jack there, b u t  several of the 

management from DOE here at Fernald and also FERMCO 

were there. 

We're not prepared to discuss 

in-depth the UNH situation here tonight simply 

because the folks who are the experts.are not 

here. I did not want that -- I know there's some 

concern, .you hear something like this through the 

press. We will afford you an opportunity to learn 

more about UNH in a workshop that' we promise to 

have in the next 30 days on this. During this 

workshop we will tell you exactly what the 

situation is with UNH, we will tell you what the 

problems are with UNH, why we have not been as 

responsive as we should have been with the State of 

Ohio on our handling of UNH, and we will give you 

our proposed path forward on UNH. 

Again, we feel we do owe you an 

in-depth explanation on this. Johnny is going to 

go through a lot of areas where I think we can take 

a lot of pride in terms of our accomplishments on 

getting close to the Record of Decision, but quite 

Spangler Reporting Services 
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honestly, our performance in this area is not one 

we can take a lot of pride in. So stay tuned f o r  

information on a workshop that will be added to 

this mess on UNH. 

So without further ado, let me 

introduce Johnny Reising. 

MR. REISING: Thank you, Gary. 

Appreciate your opening remarks. A s  Gary did 

indicate, Jack does send his regrets.. Jack is ,n 

Headquarters attending to a number of issues. A s  

Gazy indica.ted, one- of. those is. the UNH- si.t.uation. 

and we're in the process of attempting to address 

that and to try- to- charter a course forw.ard as far 

as moving forward on that 'operation. 

In preparing my remarks for this 

evening, it became quite obvious to me that since 

our last community meeting, which I think took 

p l a c e  on June 14th, that a number of things have 

happened I think that are extremely significant, 

and I will run through those quite rapidly fot.you 

in my opening remarks. But I think we're seeing a 

tremendous amount of progress at the site in a 

number of different areas, not that we'haven't seen 

progress in the past, but I think we're continuing 

Spangler Reporting Services 
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to gain momentum and continuing to move forward, 

and I am personally very proud of that and very 

proud of FERMCO and also proud of my DOE comrades 

in relationship to that. . 
One of the areas that we've seen a 

lot of progress has been in this removal and the 

approval of primary RI/FS documents, RI's, FS's, 

Proposed Plans, and the Record of Decision. We 

continue to see implementation of the various 

removal qctions that we have ongoing. I think at 

last count we have had 2 9  removal actions that were 

actually on the books here at Fernald. Of those 29 

removal actions, we have actually completed 1 9  of 

those, which means that we have 1 0  that are still 

outstanding or to be completed, and of that 1 0 ,  

there are a number of them that are continuing, 

they are yearly updates and yearly statuses, 

continuing with the level of waste shipments and 

those types of things. 

progress in relationship to that. 

So I think we made a lot of 

Also in the area of D L D ,  that's 

decontamination and dismantling of structures, we 

moved forward in relationship to that, and I will 

be talking about three or so of those structures 
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that we've been able to actually break down 

recently in a few moments. 

We're actually starting to enter a 

new phase here at Fernald, and something that I'm 

very pleased to see. We're actually making a 

transition, and f o r  those of you who have watched 

this for the last six, eight, or so years, I think 

it's important to recognize this transition that we 

have. We're actually.going from the remedial 

investiga.tion and feasibility study portion to the 

Records- of Dec.i.sion of- the- RI/FS process and 

starting to move into the remediation, the remedial 

design. and the- reme-di-xl acti-on imp-lementati-on- 

portions of CERCLA, which is really very exciting, 

and I think we're going to see continued work in 

remediation at the site. 

Once again, we are. making a 

transition through the CERCLA process, and along 

with this we're going to see some changes as far as 

the various activities and hopefully w e  will be 

getting into less investigation, less evaluation, 

and much more actual remediation. 

In doing a quick tally of the various 

operable units and where we've been moving forward, 
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I think I show a score card of approximately three 

RI's that we've had approved recently, we have 

three FS's and Proposed Plans, w e  have one interim 

Record of Decision, and one Record of Decision. 

Quickly running through the operable 

units and to give you a status update. Operable 

Unit 1 ,  as indicated by the slide, received the 

final RI approval from the EPAfs on August 1 of 

this year. Subsequently the FS and Proposed Plan 

was approved by EPA on July 27th. The public 

comment period then on the proposed.plan and 

feasibility study ran from August 10th to September 

8th. During that period, as required, we had a 

public meeting on the proposed plan, which was held 

August 23rd, 1994, at which a number of you 

participated in and commented in relationship to 

that document. We're in the process of preparing 

to submit the draft record of decision and the 

responsiveness summary to the EPA's on November * 

4th. I think it's important to recognize that the 

responsiveness summary within the record of 

Secision is the document which addresses the 

zomments that were made during that formal process 

and during that formal comment period on the 
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e Operable Unit 2, we also show 

continued progress. EPA conditionally approved the 

RI's as it i2dicates here on August 1, and again 

this approval is based on the incorporation of the 

EPA's comments on that document. We a l s o  received 

conditional approval of the FS and proposed plan as 

recently as October 1 1  of this year, again subject 

to incorporation of the comments. As Gary 

indicated, there is a Round Table scheduled- for- 

October. 25th pertaining to Operable Unit 2, 

specifically the cell design and on-site disposal 

. .  

as it pertains, to. tha.t recommended alternative that 

is in the proposed plan for Operable Unit 2. The 

30-day pub-lic- comment period on- the proposed plan 

will be held October 26th through November 24th. 

And as a result of having the public comment period 

as required, w e  will be having a public meeting and 

taking formal comments on the proposed plan, and 

the date for that meeting is November 8th, 7 : O O  

here. Also as indicated by the slide, the draft 

records of decision, which includes responsiveness 

summary, w i l l  be submitted to the EPA by January 5 

as required by the Amended Consent Agreement. 
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operable Unit 3, glad to say that 

we're able to live through the Operable Unit 3 

Interim Record Of Decision, public comment period, 

and Proposed Plan. We were able to effectuate the 

signature of that document on July 22nd by the 

EPA. So we do have a signed and approved Interim 

Record Of Decision for Operable Unit 3. As a 

result of having the approval of the Interim Record 

Of Decision as required by the Amended Consent 

Agreement., we had to submit the remedial design, 

remedial action work plan to the EPA within 60 days 

of the signature of that document. So we chose to 

combine the remedial design and remedial action 

work plan for  the OU-3 IROD's and submitted that 

document to EPA on September 19th. 

. 

In addition, we also submitted what 

we refer to as the implementation plan f o r  the D8D 

of Building 4-A, which is the next complex that we 

are attempting to go in and to D&D. This is th,e 

green s a l t  plant. It's the largest plant on the 

site. N o w  that Plant 7 is down, it's quite obvious 

in the skyline of Fernald. We're anticipating also 

sometime in the relative near future, depending 

upon our available funding f o r  letting contracts, 
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submitting our second implementation plan for our 

next complex. That next complex is anticipated to 

be the Plant 1 complex, and depending upon funding 

and letting of contracts, we will be submitting 

that document also to the EPA. 

In addition, we have some other 

activities in OU-3 as far as RI/FS is concerned. 

Recently the EPA approved a modification of the 

OU-3 RI/FS work plan addendum, and in this approval 

it will allow DOE to submit the Remedial 

Investigation and the Feasibility Study and 

Proposed Plan upon the final Record of Decision for 

OU-3 as. a combined document-. Also as a r-e.s.ult of. 

negotiations and combining this document, we were 

able to bring the ROD da-t-e in- basically from- April 

of 1997 about nine months earlier,into July of 

1996, We were abbe to do this basically as a 

1 

result of. haying an- ap.pr.oved- Interim Record- of- 

Decision to where a decision has been made 

primarily to take all those structures that were in 

Operable Unit 3 and to D&D those and to either 

dispose of them on-site or keep it and dispose of 

it until w e  can effectuate the final Record of 

Decision. And the final Record of Decision is 
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where the decision as to either on-site o r  off-site 

o r  possibly accommodation of both will be made. 

Moving on to Operable Unit 4, a 

couple of significant actions have taken place. 

One of the most important being the Record of 

Decision was submitted to the E P A  on August 9th of 

this year, and we obtained conditional approval of 

the Record of Decision from the EPA's on September 

6th- We anticipate the signing by the EPA of the 

Record of, Decision by December. In talking to 

Randi Allen, she indicated this may happen as 

quickly as November. 

that, Again, as required by the Amended Consent 

So we're looking forward to 

Agreement, the remedial design work plan will be 

submitted to the EPAfs within 60 days after the 

signature of the Record of Decision. 

As indicated by the slide, we also 

initiated construction on June 23rd of , 9 4  of the 

OU-4 vitrification pilot plant. It's coming along 

well, In talking to the group they indicate that 

phase one, which is the surrogate process at the 

vitrification plant, is due to initiate in June of 

1995, So again, I think as you can see, in 

Operable Unit 4 we continue to move forward. 
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cycle. 

In addition to that, the draft 

Feasibility Study and the Proposed Plan is 

scheduled for submittal on November 16th according 

I to the Amended Consent Agreement, and then 
subsequently the Record of Decision will be 

I 
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That’s a quick rundown of the various 

operable units and a lot of the RI/FS activities 

that have taken place. I would like to take just a 

few minute$ to go through some of the removal 

actions and some of the D&D and the other 

activities that we have taking place, some of the 

other work, the additional work and some of the 

remediation work that has taken place. 

Takedown of Plant 78 this is Removal 

Action 19. A s  indicated by the slide, we did 

utilize shaped charges for using the implosion 

technology. This had a number of beneficial 

factors. Primarily we were able to minimize lead 

radiological exposure to workers, we were able to 

shave some time off the schedule itself, and in 

addition we were able to save some money. We had a 

lot less cuts as far as the potential for lead 

exposure and radiological exposure. 

bullet indicates we had zero lost time and 

accidents. We considered this technique, this 

technology was much safer. We had much less worker 

time, w e  conducted high picks with the crane. This 

structure w a s  1 1 4 8  1 2 0  or so foot high. We did 

have seven stories. Originally we wanted to take a 

The second 

4 
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number of picks by crane and this will allow us 

take it down much more rapidly. We also employ 

washdown, lockdown technology, which allowed us 

minimize the amount of contamination that we hac 

the environment. Proved to be very successful. 

to 

a 

to 

to 

We 

evaluated this. We have a lot of lessons to learn 

as a result of this removal action, and we're going 

to be employing this in the future. 

The overall schedule to dismantle 

Plant 7 was reduced significantly by approximately 

a year, and from the initial incept$on of the 

removal action to presently we've been able to save 

approximately $5,000,000 off  the entire pr-oject. 

Plant 7, as we indicated, I think will be 

duplicated as far as us-ing that technology in= the- 

future. Again, as the slide indicates, we feel 

that it is safer for the workers, it allows us to 

save time, it is quicker and does in actuality save 

us money. 

charge mechanism in the future. 

We may also utilize implosion by shaped 

A couple of striking slides, you may 

lave seen these in earlier presentations, but to 

nake a long story short, it took us a couple of 

tries in order to get it down completely, but in my 
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r; 721 mind it was a success. The f i r s t  implosion too 

place on September 10th at approximately 9 : 4 5 ,  

something after that. With the first attempt we 

were able to bring it partially- down, approximately 

half way down. In retrospect, in looking at the 

situation, I think we underestimated the 

construction of the building, the engineering 

design of the building, and CEI, the sub who were 

brought in to actually do the implosion, I think 

was probably one of the most surprised individuals 

on the site when the structure did not fall. 

Subsequently we went in and were able 

to re-evaluate the situation, to go back in. We 

determined that it was safe f o r  re-entry, people 

were able to go back in to reset linear charges, 

and on September 17th, approximately 9 : 4 5  or so in 

the evening, we had this shot, which was basically 

the second implosion, which in fact did bring it 

down. 

A s  you can see, there's the structure 

as it has been brought down. The significance of 

this is that we were able to bring the seven-story 

building down to basically one story to where it is 

able to be reached with hydraulic shears that 
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actually cut apart and then put into white metal 

boxes which makes a much safer configuration and a 

much safer process. Again, although it did take us 

a couple of tries, we're very proud of this and we 

may be utilizing this where appropriate in the 

future. 

Let m e  briefly talk about the Plant 1 

ore silos, Removal Action 13. The Plant 1 ore silo 

1 0  

1 1  

' t o  date have been able to remove in addition to 

that all eight of the tile silos- and- about half of 

1 2  

2 1  

2 2  

23 

2 4  

1 3  

indicated. This is a before picture showing you 

that we had the six top silos -- excuse me -- does 
this pick up, can you hear this? Fine, great. So 

we had the six concrete silos located in this area 

1 4  

1 5  

1 6  

1 7  

18  

19  

2 0  

project contains, as indicated here,. six concrete 

silos and eight tile silos. I ' m  pleased to say 

thak all- six of the concrete silos and the 

associated scaffolding and protective shield that 

we had on them have been rerno-ved. We. ini-t.iated and 

the protective scaffold and shield associated to 

that. This material is being size reduced, put 

into white metal boxes, and awaiting disposition. 

We've got a couple of slides here 

which depict the Plant 1 ore silos, as we 
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there, and then we had t h e  eight tile silos which 

were located here. Unfortunately, these are a 

couple of tanks which did contain UNH. Again, this 

is prior to the D&D of the structure. , 

This n e x t  slide is approximately 

about half way through the takedown. A s  you can 

see, this was the six concrete silos. They have 

been basically, about half of them taken down a 

portion of the way. 

that was used in order to cut around the concrete 

Herets some of the scaffolding 

silos, and in the back you can see some of the 

protective sheeting that was used. The protective 

sheeting was used in an attempt to keep this under 

negative pressure using HEPA filters in order to 

prevent releases from the environment. Again you 

can a l s o  see the erection that we have here of a 

protective shield over the UNH tanks in case there 

may have been some tile from the silos that may 

have fallen potentially. This would be protected 

also from various lists. 

The next slide is one of my favorite 

slides, I think it shows a lot of good work and 

technology. A s  you can see, this is where the six 

concrete silos have been. Those concrete silos 
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have in fact been eliminated. Here's some of the 

remaining cones that are going to be size reduced 

and shipped off or whatever. 

, These are the remaining eight tile 

silos, two tall silos on each side with the four 

smaller silos in the middle. Here you can see an 

open structure, a mechanism realized to where we 

actually have a large cone type shoot that went 

down into white metal boxes so that we were able to 

take the tile material, dump it into the  shoot, 

move it directly down into, here, these are the 

white metal boxes. The white metal boxes then were 

actually somewhat on a roller track-and able to 

come out. Very efficient, very effective 

mechanism. It worked very-, very- we-11. And- again, 

employing here the use of negative pressure in 

order to reduce or to hopefully eliminate the 

release of anything to the environment. 

This shows the demolition of the Fire 

Training Facility. The Fire Training Facility .is 

exactly what it implies, it is a series of 

structures, it was a two-story building that is 

north of the production area, and you will see it 

as you come in the north access road. Demolition 
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of the Fire Training Facility was completed on 

September 12th. Debris f rom the building was 

stored on-site, awaiting determination of the final 

disposition of that material. Some of the tanks we 

had in relationship to that structure have been 

size reduced and will be put on the scrap metal 

pile, and we hope to recycle those. I think we 

still have one which still needs to be reduced. 

So closing out of that, some 

additional action that will take place is the 

excavation of the asphalt pad and some of the 

contaminated soils that we had in that area. 

Again, this is a F i r e  Training Facility. They use 

some of the solvents from the plant, TCE, TCA, 

benzene, That would be either thrown on the 

ground, possibly the first floor of the structure, 

ignited, and then the fire force would come out an 

practice utilizing training by extinguishing those 

fires. 

C 
c: 

Again an attempt to give you a before 

and after picture of this. This is in partial of 

the cleanup here. This is the Fire Training 

Facility, the two-story structure itself. This is 

a small pond. This is a containment vessel that 

Spangler Reporting Services 
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entire area, and various types of solvents and 

other materia1,placed on it. The constituents that 

1 potential of any radiological, contamination thaf I l 3  I 
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I are concerned that we're deading with here 

primarily were volatiles, PCB's, and relatively 

little landlock contamination. 

Again, this is the two-story 

building, basically one of two stories as far as 

practice entering and exit and also to extinguish 

fires on ,the first story. Went- in and we scaffold 

both the floor on the first f l o o r  and the floor on 

the second floor in order to eliminate the 
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was there and also to get rid of any of the VOC's 

or any material. 
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We looked at a number of different 

techniques that we have employed, and here is a 

fairly straightforward mechanism to where we took a 

track off and simply said here she goes. They were 

in the process as this was actually taking place, 

they would spray this and wet this and try to 

reduce the amount of emissions, but realizing 

again, as I said, that the amount of radiological 

contamination in relation to this structure was 

1 

~ 
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very, very small, very minimal. I think it's 

important that if you contrast the Fire Training 

Facility, the Plant 7, and the Plant 1 ore silos, 

we have three very distinct mechanisms, three very 

distinct technologies that have been employed. 

Again the different technologies have been employed 

based upon the time, the levels of contamination, 

and the types of contamination that we had. 

In the Plant 1 ore silos we saw a 

complete encapsulation of machine, 

and eliminate pressure potential f o r  any release. 

In Plant 7 we had the washdown, we had the lockdown 

in order to take the transite out and take all the 

material out the best we could. We were able to 

have remaining structural steel skeleton and have 

use of the shaped charges in order to bring that 

down. In this situation the problem of 

radiological is not as prevalent. Thus by wetting 

the area and knocking it down we were able to take 

it down, and presently this material is in a large 

pile on this pad, has been tarped and protected as 

a way of further disposition. 

trying to reduce 

I would like to briefly discuss an 

incident that we had as far as a low-level waste 

Spangler Reporting Services 
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transportation accident. You may have read about 

this in the newspaper. A s  indicated by t h e  slide, 

it occurred on October 1 of this year. It occurred 

approximately 5 : 4 5  in the afternoon near R o l l a , .  

Missouri, which is about 90 minutes southwest of 

St. Louis on 1-44. I think it is important to note 

as we go through this discussion that this is the 

first accident w.e had as far as shipping is 

concerned in over 3,320 shipments, and this is to 

NTS and to various other sites, indicating that 

this is the first accident that we had in over 6.3 

million l og  miles. 

This is an indication of the scene of 

the accident itself. Primarily, as you can see, 

this is a Sealand. The Sealands are normally put 

on a flatbed truck and then taken from the site to 

the Nevada test site, which is where this was 

headed, What happened is the driver of the rig 

basically wandered off the medium of the road in 

this area there, o f f  into the left side of the 

road, There‘s approximately between an 8 to 

10-inch drop in that medium. As his cab dropped 

off, realizing that he was off the road, moving 

forward attempted to bring the cab back onto the 

I 
I 

I 
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road. Unfortunately, at that point in time the 

trailer, which was following naturally off on the 

side, and as he attempted to move forward, the 

movement of the trailer caused him to flip over so 

both the trailer and the cab flipped on its side. 

A s  you can see, this is the marks to where the rear 

axles, the rear wheels were on their side. This 

mark, I don't know if it shows up that well, is' the 

skid marks to where the Sealand itself was in 

actuality. on its side skidding near the bed of the 

truck to where the straps were. At this point in 

time the straps finally broke through, and when the 

straps broke through, as you can see, it was on its 

side and then it made another 90 degree and 

basically landed on its top. So this Sealand 

structure is in juxtaposition or turned over 1 8 0  

degrees 

Again, this gives you an indication 

of close-up of the Sealand as it was sitting after 

the accident e 

The Emergency Operations Center at 

the site was notified and was activated 

approximately 6 p.m., 1 5  minutes or so after the 

accident on October 1 .  The EOC advised the local 
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T h e  r e c o v e r y  team b a s i c a l l y  s u r v e y e d  

e r e s p o n d e r s  i n  M i s s o u r i  t o  w a i t  f o r  t h e  F e r n a l d  

a s s i s t a n c e  t o  g e t  t h e r e .  The p l a n t  r e c o v e r y  t e a m ,  

w h i c h  I t h i n k  w a s  composed of four i n d i v i d u a l s ,  

a r r i v e d  on t h e  s cene  a t  a p p r o x i m a t e l y  2:OO i n  t h e  

morning  o n  t h e  2nd. 

t h e  area from t h e  i m p a c t  t o  w h e r e  t h e  c o n t a i n e r  

i n i t i a l l y  t u r n e d  o v e r  u n t i l  -- t h e  t r u c k  t u r n e d  

c o n t a i n m e n t  and no- r e l e a s e  of mater ia l ,  c r a n e s  w e r e  

used t o  r o l l -  the.  c o n . t a i n e r  o v e r  a p p r o x i m a t e l y  90  

I degrees. A s  you c a n  see i n  t h i s  p i c t u r e ,  t h e  t o p  

o v e r  u n t i l  t h e  a c t u a l  a r e a ,  from there  t o  t h e  
9 1  

1 0  

-1 1 

12 

13 

14 

15 

c o n t a i n e r .  F i n d i n g  t h a t  t h a t  w a s  b a s i c a l l y  v o i d  of  

any  c o n t a m i n a t i o n ,  t h e  s u r v e y  team a c t u a l l y  w e n t - u p  

t h e n  a n d  i n s p e c t e d  t h e  c o n t a i n e r  i t s e l f .  A f t e r  

t h e y  v e r i f i e d .  t h a t  t he re  w a s  s o l i d  conta inment - ,  the  

r e c o v e r y  t e a m  w a i t e d  for d a y l i g h t  a s  a r e s u l t  of, 

for .  safe p recau t - ions  and  s a f e t y -  reasons-. 

A f t e r  d e t e r m i n i n g  t h a t  there  w a s  I 
1 7  

is 
1 9  

20 

21 

2 2  

2 3  

2 4  

is b e i n g  s u r v e y e d  by t h r e e  i n d i v i d u a l s .  These  a re  

i n d i v i d u a l s  from t h e  M i s s o u r i  Board of H e a l t h ,  t h e  

M i s s o u r i  Depar tment  of N a t u r a l  Resources, and a l so  

t h e  recovery t e a m .  So w e  had  our r e s u l t s  as f a r  as  

our recovery t e a m ,  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t he re  w a s  n o t  any 
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i, Y 2 l  - release of material, verified by t w o  other state 

emergency response agencies. 

The Sealand container again was 

rotated 90 degrees ontodits bottom, it was 

basically upright on its side. The Sealand, as you 

can see in this slide, was lifted onto the trailer, 

which took place at approximately 12 p.m. They 

were able to move the trailer from there to a 

wrecker storage yard. Unfortunately, they were not 

able to use the same trailer, they had to procure 

an additional trailer to put the Sealand on an 

additional trailer and the new cab and to bring the 

material back to Fernald. The Sealand in fact 

returned back to the Fernald site on October 4th at 

approximately 2 : O O  in the afternoon. 

li 

The last slide that I have is one 

that Ray Hansen normally speaks to, so it's a 

privilege to be able to talk to this slide. 

Basically it's an indication of the shipment of 

drum equivalents of low-level waste the various 

years. 

out, that in 1994, through 1994, fiscal year ' 9 4 ,  

September, we were able to ship off over 78,000 

drum equivalents of low-level waste. 

A couple of things I would like to point 

Significant 
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in that, and I asked Dave to get this information 

for me, is that of this amount that we were able to 

ship, we were able to ship over 15,000 drum 

equivalents in September of ' 9 4  alone, which I 

think speaks very, very well. In addition to this 

there's also, we were able to reinitiate the old 

shipments, thorium shipments were initiated again 

in September of this year, and I think that in 

September we were able to make approximately three 

shipments, a total of about 3 6 4  or so drum 

equivalents. 

Another topic that Ray would point 

out has to do.with materials products that. have. 

been shipped. In this case in fiscal year ' 9 4 ,  

239,000 plus pounds of this material has- been- 

shipped to Manufacturing Science Corp, and I 

believe the majority of this material has been 

converted. Thank you. 

MR. STEGNER: Thank you, Johnny. I 

think what w e  ought to do right now is proceed.into 

the break-out sessions, and I want to reiterate the 

fact that after the break-out sessions we will 

reconvene in here for the comments by the four 

organizations that I mentioned before, and we w i l l  

I 
I 

I 
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have an open mike. If you don't want to use the 

microphone but 'you do have a question, you can use 

the comment card and give it to me and I can see 

that you get an answer to it. . 
Why don't we go ahead right n o w  

directly to the break-out sessions. One is d o w n  

the hall, one is in the back of the room. We're 

going to try to do both, everyone here will be able 

to attend b o t h  sessions. So kind of divide 

yourself evenly if you can. we'll reconvene in 

about an hour. 

( O f f  the record.) 

MR. WARNER: I'm Rod Warner with the 

Department of Energy here at Fernald, and we're 

going to talk to you tonight a little bit about a 

document called a Draft Site Treatment Plan. This 

plan was generated in response to the Federal 

Facilities Compliance Act, and we're going to 

discuss it with you briefly. After w e  go through 

the discussion, we will open it up f o r  questions, 

and I would appreciate it if you would kind of h o l d  

the questions until we get through the 

presentation. John Sattler from the Department of 

Energy is going to be doing the presentation, and 
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we'll turn it over to John here. It should take, 

what, about: 10 o r  15 minutes? 

MR. SATTLER: Oh, yeah, no more than 

,that. We'll have plenty of time for questions. 

I am John Sattler. I work with DOE 

here at Fernald, and putting together the Draft 

Site Treatment Plan is.my project, and I work with 

a lot of other people within DOE and FERMCO to e 

assemble this. 

The first thing we're going to do -- 
well, the second thing we're going to do is talk 

about what is the Draft Site Treatment Plan. The 

first thing, I want to make sure, there are a 

couple of pieces of literature here, there were 

some on the seats in the circle here. There's some 

additional Fernald fact sheets about the Draft Site 

Treatment Plan and Federal Facilities Compliance 

Rct. A l s o  if you're interested when we're 

Cinished, the State of Ohio has a l s o  put together a 

€act sheet on the investigation of the Draft Site 

rreatment Plan. So those are available to you. 

What is the Draft Site Treatment 

Plan? In short, the Draft Site Treatment Plan is a 

summary of Fernald's plans, our projects for 
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PHONE (513) 3 8 1 - 3 3 3 0  F A X  ( 5 1 3 )  3 8 1 - 3 3 4 2  
D-37 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

' 9  

1 0  

1 1  

1 2  

1 3  

1 4  

1 5  

1 6  

1 7  

1 8  

1 9  

2 0  

2 1  

2 2  

2 3  

2 4  

ITEM NO. 3 

treating mixed wastes. It is important to remember 

that we're only talking about.mixed wastes though. 

Mixed wastes are those wastes that have a hazardous 

component, they might be corrosive, they might have 

metals, they might exhibit some type of toxicity as 

well as a radioactive component. Most of the waste 

that we're dealing with at Fernald has the 

radioactive components; a much smaller amount 

relatively speaking is mixed waste. ' 

So why are we putting this document 

together? The bottom line reason is we're required 

to by law. In 1992 the Federal Facilities 

Compliance Act was signed into law by President 

Bush, and one of the requirements of that statute 

was for Department of Energy facilities that stored 

or handled mixed waste had to assemble, had t o  put 

together this Draft Site Treatment Plan to display 

what it was we were going to do with our mixed 

waste. So 4 9  DOE sites have been working on 

putting together the Site Treatment Plan. 

DOE had come up with a plan of 

issuing this plan in three steps. Last October, a 

year ago, we issued what we called a Conceptual 

Site Treatment Plan. It was very general. It 
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l i s t e d  p r i m a r i l y  a l l  t h e  v a r i o u s  o p t i o n s  w e  had for 

d e a l i n g  w i t h  our mixed w a s t e .  The end  of Augus t  

t h e  D r a f t  S i t e  T r e a t m e n t  P l a n  w a s  i s s u e d ,  a n d  i t  

r e a l l y  na r rowed  doyn a l l  of t h o s e  o p t i o n s  l i s t e d  ,n 

t h e  C o n c e p t u a l  S i t e  T r e a t m e n t  P l a n  t o  what  w e  

r e a l l y  t h i n k  o r  what w e  t h i n k  a s  of t h e  end  of 

August  of t h i s  y e a r  what  o u r  b e s t  o p t i o n s  a r e  f o r  

t r e a t i n g  t h o s e  mixed w a s t e s .  I n  F e b r u a r y  of n e x t  

y e a r  w e  w i l l  b e  p r e s e n t i n g  w h a t  s o m e  p e o p l e  c a l l  

t h e  F i n a l  S i t e  T r e a t m e n t  P l a n ,  o t h e r  p e o p l e  a r e  

c a l l i n g  - t h e  P roposed  S i t e  T r e a t m e n t  P l a n ,  a n d  t h a t  

w i l l  f u r t h e r  d e f i n e  t h e s e  o p t i o n s  we 've l i s t e d  i n  

t h e  D r a f t  S i t e  T r e a t m e n t  P l a n .  

Who are w e  s u b m i t t i n g  t h i s  p l a n  t o ?  

W e l l ,  w e  are s u b m i t t i n g  i t  t o  O h i o  E P A ,  c e r t a i n l y  

US EPA w i l l  b e  g e t t i n g  a copy of t h i s  too.  T h i s  

p a r t i c u l a r  p l a n  w i l l  go t o  Ohio EPA, t h e y  w i l l  

r e v i e w  i t ,  and t h e y  w i l l  a p p r o v e  i t  or  t h e y  w i l l  

a p p r o v e  it w i t h  m o d i f i c a t i o n s ,  t h e y  w i l l  g i v e  it  

back t o  us to make changes .  The goa l  is t h a t  by 

October of n e x t  year w e  w i l l  h a v e  a n  a p p r o v e d  p l a n  

and w e  w i l l  have  some k i n d  of c o n s e n t  o r d e r ,  

c o m p l i a n c e  o r d e r  from t h e  S t a t e  of Ohio  t h a t  s a y s  

go a h e a d  and  d o  t h i s  t r e a t m e n t  of mixed w a s t e .  

I 
I 

I 
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This table is here and it's also in 

the second page of the handout that you have. It 

lists what we identified in that Draft Site 

Treatment Plan as our preferred options for dealing 

with mixed waste, how we're going to treat it, and 

what we have done is we have taken all of the mixed 

waste on-site that we define as legacy waste, which 

primarily is the mixed waste that's left over from 

production operations or perhaps more recently 

generated through site maintenance activities, some 

of the safe shutdown activities, the stuff that we 

have in containers in storage. What are we going 

to do with it? These are the preferred options. 

Now, you'll see here it's listed in 

volumes of the waste, on this particular table it's 

listed as cubic yards. In the table on your 

handout it's listed in cubic meters, We have a 

cubic meter here for you that was put together in 

response to a comment that we received at a 

previous meeting was when people talk about cubic 

yards, cubic meters, we don't know what that means, 

it's hard to visualize, This is a cubic meter. On 

the table that Johnny Reising just showed you, on 

the bottom of it the total amount of waste that was 
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s h i p p e d  o f f - s i t e ,  i t  w a s  some th ing  on t h e  o rder  of 

4 0 0 , 0 0 0  drum e q u i v a l e n t s ,  4 5 0 , 0 0 0  drum e q u i v a l e n t s ,  

okay,  t h a t  would e q u a t e  a p p r o x i m a t e l y  i n t o  2 0 0 , 0 0 0  

of t h e s e  c u b i c  meters. Now, h i s  d e m o n s t r a t i o n  d 

t h e r e  w a s  n o t  mixed w a s t e ,  so I d o n ' t  wan t  t o  

c o n f u s e  t h a t  p o i n t ,  b u t  2 0 0 , 0 0 0  cubic meters were 

moved o f f  t h e  s i t e  f o r  d i s p o s a l  d i s p o s i t i o n .  

O k a y .  A s  you c a n  see, i f  you add  a l l  

t h i s  u p ,  w e ' r e  t a l k i n g  a b o u t  s o m e t h i n g  o n  t h e  o r d e r  

of- 3 . , 0 0 0  or. so- c u b i c .  meters.  A c u b i c .  y a r d  i s  a 

l i t t l e  b i t  less t h a n  a c u b i c  meter, so w e  h a v e  

3 , 0 0 0  or so c u b i c  meters t o  d e a l  w i t h  w i t h  t h e  

l e g a c y  waste.  T h e s e  are  o u r  o p t i o n s  here .  W e  have  

t h e  HF t r e a t m e n t ,  which w e  a re  p l a n n i n g  o n  working  

w i t h  O h i o  r i g h t .  now t o  i n i t i a t e -  t h a t - t r e a t m e n t  o f  

t h a t  mater ia l ,  a c t u a l l y  as  a RCRA c l o s u r e  

a c t i v i t y .  

One of t h e  t h i n g s  t h a t  w e  d e c i d e d  

e a r l y  on  a t  F e r n a l d  w a s  t h a t  w e  d i d n ' t  wan t  t o  

r e i n v e n t  t h e  whee l .  A l o t  of  t h i s  mixed w a s t e  w a s  

t o  be d e a l t  w i t h  w i t h  ongo ing  or p l a n n e d  

a c t i v i t i e s ,  l i k e  t h e  H F ,  t h e  RCRA c l o s u r e  a c t i v i t y ,  

and t h a t ' s  t h e  r e g u l a t o r y  v e h i c l e ,  i f  you w i l l ,  

t h a t  w i l l  g u i d e  t h e  t r e a t m e n t  of t h a t  ma te r i a l .  
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. 

Johnny or Gary spoke to the UNH, there was a 

removal action ongoing to deal with that, and that 

will be the driver for the UNH treatment. 

Other interesting things to note here 

is that most of the treatment projects you will see 

here show that the treatment is to be done 

on-site. The only off-site treatment that was 

identified is to ship some wastes to TSCA 

Incinerator in Oak Ridge, 

continuation of some of the waste management plans 

and that‘s really a 

we had for some time. Down at the bottom it shows 

Envirocare of Utah. That will be taking care of 

some of our mixed waste, but they will not be 

treating that particular mixed waste before final 

disposal of that mixed waste. 

preferred options also show that we have plans for 

mobile vendor treatment. Our goal is to have a 

vendor come in, 

they will set up shop on-site to treat the waste, 

and they will ideally have some kind of mobile 

unit, might literally be a truck on wheels or might 

be skid mounted, but in some form or fashion it 

A lot of our 

so some-company will come in and 

will be transportable. 

One of the reasons we want to do that 

Spangler Reporting Services 

PHONE ( 5 1 3 )  3 8 1 - 3 3 3 0  F A X  ( 5 1 3 )  3 8 1 - 3 3 4 2  , 
: Y ’ <  ’ * 

000633 D-42 



e. 
I 

% 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

a 

9 

1 0  

1 1  

1 2  

1 3  

1 4  

1 5  

1 6  

1 7  

i a  

1 9  

2 0  

2 1  

2 2  

23 

2 4  

:- 
r .. . . .- 

i s  t h a t  w e  t h i n k  w e  c a n  g e t  i t  done t h a t  w a y  s o o n e r  

and c h e a p e r .  Another  r e a s o n  w e ' r e  t a l k i n g  a b o u t  

d o i n g  t h i s  is  w e ' v e  been h a v i n g  d i s c u s s i o n s  w i t h  

o t h e r  DOE f a c i l i t i e s ,  e s p e c i a l l y  t h o s e  h e r e  i n  

Ohio ,  t h a t  h a v e  s i m i l a r  t y p e  of wastes,  a n d  i f  w e  

c a n  s e t  up  a mob i l e  u n i t  h e r e  t o  do s a y  o u r  

s t a b i l i z a t i o n  p r o j e c t  a n d  t h e n  box t h a t  s t u f f  up 

and s h i p  i t  o f f  t o  t h e  Por t smou th  f a c i l i t y  and  have  

t h e m  u t i l i z e .  t h a t  same equ ipmen t ,  t h . a t  i s  g o i n g  t o  

m a k e - t h e  .whole s i t u a t i o n  a l o t  b e t t e r  f o r  a l l  of us 

i n v o l v e d - .  

Where w e  a r e  r i g h t  now i n  t h e  p r o c e s s  

is, as  I m e n t i o n e d ,  w e  i s s u e d  t h e  D r a f t  S i t e  

T r e a t m e n t  P l a n .  The D r a f t  S i t e  T r e a t m e n t  P l a n  is  

a v a i l a b l e  f o r  p u b l i c  r e v i e w  and  comment. A s  a 

m a t t e r  of f ac t ,  w e  are  r i g h t  now in t h e  p r o c e s s  i n  

t h e  per i0 .d .  where w e  are. s e e k i n g .  comments f.r.om, the .  

p u b l i c ,  s e e k i n g  comments from t h e  r e g u l a t o r y  

community as w e l l  on t h a t  p l a n  so t h a t  w e  c a n  take  

t h o s e  comments and w e  c a n  roll t h e m  i n t o  

d e v e l o p m e n t  of t h e  f i n a l  p l a n .  T h a t f s  t o  c o m e  o u t  

i n  F e b r u a r y .  The  p l a n  is a v a i l a b l e  i n  t h e  Read ing  

Room. We have a copy of i t  up h e r e .  Comments a r e  

welcome . 
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One thing I want to touch on here 

this evening is why this plan is important. 

Obviously it's important to us because it's 

required f o r  us to do it b y  law. .If you take a 

look at the volume of mixed waste compared to our 

total waste volume, as I mentioned earlier, it's 

relatively small volume. So as we've gone through 

this process, all of us working on this, we are 

finding out what's the real importance of this 

particular issue. It's kind of dwarfed in scope by 

i 

the total waste volumes we have to deal with. 

Well, there are a couple of reasons why this is 

important. One reason is in this process, this 

process of developing this site treatment plan is a 

little bit unique when you compare it with a lot of 

the other documents or a lot of the other plans 

we've developed. While we have been working t o  

develop our own plan here at Fernald, at the same 

time we've been working with DOE across the 

complex. I mentioned that there were 49 s i t e  

treatment plans, draft site treatment plans 

developed, over 49 conceptual site treatment plans 

submitted. We've been having regular meetings with 

DOE headquarters and representatives from the 

Spangler Reporting Services 
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various DOE operations offices so that we can 

develop these plans at least in a consistent 

format, and that's important for the people who are 

reviewing these plans, the people who are taking a 

look at these plans so they can make some 

comparisons on whatfs going on. 

be shipping our waste to the State of Tennessee for 

incineration, the State of Tennessee is interested 

in that. 

If we're going to 

At  the same time we've been working 

with the other DOE facilities. We've been working 

with not only the State of Ohio, but in many of 

these meetings we've been meeting. with. Ohio and-all 

the other states, and many of the state 

representatives, feel that thi-s is important because 

they have, as they have expressed at these 

neetings, 

mixed waste issue is somewhat representative or 

maybe a precursor on how well DOE works on dealing 

with the bigger issues of the low-level waste or 

a l l  of the regulatory waste. So it's important fer 

us to put together a successful plan and implement 

% successful plan in dealing with mixed waste 

3ecause it's important to a lot of the people we're 

they feel that coming to terms on this 

Spangler Reporting Services 4 
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going to be considering whether or not they want to 

accept it. The State of Tennessee h a s  some say in 

this matter. 

The other reason it's important is 

because there are some issues associated with this 

plan that you all need to be aware of. Because we 

are working with all the other DOE sites across the 

complex, we're not working in a vacuum. There are' 

other DOE facilities out there who are looking at 

our mixed waste treatment capabilities and making 

decisions on whether or not they want to send their 

waste to Fernald for treatment. 

Now to date what I can tell you is 

that only one other facility has identified Fernald 

as a treatment facility, remember the term we used, 

preferred option, for some of their mixed waste, 

and that's the Portsmouth facility here in Ohio. 

They've identified three mixed waste streams 

totaling something on the order of 84 or 85  cubic 

meters of waste to come to Pernald to be processed 

through the vitrification, the MAWS vitrification 

plant at Fernald. 

Now, that's not a done deal, and when 

I say that, that cuts both ways. What I mean is 

2 

4 
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that we donft know f o r  sure i f  that's going to 

happen. On the other hand, DOE across the complex 

as well as the DOE facilities within Ohio are now 

going baok and taking a look at all these various 

site treatment plans and deciding whether or not 

that all of these solutions that we've put on the 

table make sense. For example, if we have 

identified going, putting together a mobile 

stabilization unit here at Fernald, and say 

Portsmouth is identifying the same thing and a 

facility in Paducah., Kentucky is identifying the 

s a m e  thing and half a dozen or a dozen other 

facilities the same preferred option, does that 

make sense for us to do that. So wefre trying to 

come to terms with that, how can we get some kind 

of economy of scale, how can we come up with the 

best options that make the best sense for-each 

individual site like Fernald as well as across the 

complex , 

So we're doing that on, as I said, on 

two levels, We're meeting with the Ohio sites for 

an Ohio regional look and DOE also has a work group 

put together to do that on an across the DOE 

zomplex basis. And the results of that could be 

Spangler Reporting Services 
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that perhaps other facilities identify Fernald as a 

place to treat some of their waste. Now as of 

today I don't know what the results of that process 

is. I don't have any information to offer to you 

as far as that goes. I won't have any kind of 

feedback from that work group until later this 

month. I 
I what I can tell you from working with 

the Ohio regional group is that what we're looking 

to do is to really explore further the idea of the 

mobile treatment, and the mobile stabilization is a 

good example of that. If we're putting together 

that unit here, what we're exploring is taking that 

unit, taking that technology and picking it up and 

sending it off to Portsmouth, for example, because 

they have some of the same types of waste, similar 

types of problems that require similar treatment. 

One other important issue if you do 

take the time to sit down and open up the Draft 

Site Treatment Plan and read through it, you will 

see a discussion of disposal, and it's a similar 

issue as the treatment issue inasmuch as DOE has a 

work group -- when I say DOE, I don't mean Fernald 

necessarily, I mean DOE headquarters and 

2 
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representatives of the various field offices has a 

work group to identify the best mixed low-level 

waste disposal facilities, and they have developed 

a process for doing that evaluation. 

It started out with these 4 9  sites. 

They have made one cut. Fernald was carried 

through that cut, which means that Fernald is being 

carried through this evaluation process. That w o f k  

group will be coming out and visiting us on-site 

here sometime in November to collect the 

informatkon they need to go through .their. process.. 

When they are finished, what they will come up with 

is a recommendation for the-best candidate 

Eacility. What that means is that those candidate 

facilities are not necessarily identified as the 

>est low-level waste disposal facilities, but 

:hey're saying these are the best candidates. So 

:hey mayI that study may result in one facility 

being identified, could be two, could be six, any 

lumber of facilities. That, too, I don't have a 

lot of information beyond what I very briefly 

summarized for you right here and now. But there 

are a lot of factors that are going into that 

process. So these are a couple of important issues 

I Spangler Reporting Services 
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i;; 1 2 1 2  
: h a t  w e  wanted t o  i d e n t i f y  f o r  you. 

Q u e s t i o n s ?  

PUBLIC: I assume t h e  S t a t e  of Ohio 

ias  a l r e a d y  bought  i n t o  a l l  t h e  D r a f t  S i t e  

r r e a t m e n t  P l a n s  d e v e l o p e d  by  t h e  Ohio s i t e s ?  

MR. SATTLER: T h e  q u e s t i o n  w a s  Ohio 

ias bough t  i n t o  a l l  o f  t h e  D r a f t  S i t e  T r e a t m e n t  

? l a n s .  

PUBLIC: P r e p a r e d  by  t h e  Ohio s i t e s .  

MR. SATTLER: P r e p a r e d  b y  t h e  Ohio  

s i t e s .  

PUBLIC: I n  o t h e r  wordsl u s  p e o p l e  

i n  Ohio,  are  we t o g e t h e r  on  t h i s  r i g h t  now i n  

S e a l i n g  w i t h  t h e  DOE H e a d q u a r t e r s  and  a l l  t h e  

p e o p l e  i n v o l v e d  i n  t h i s ?  

MR. SATTLER: I c a n l t  speak 

n e c e s s a r i l y  f o r  Ohio.  

Ohio.  

p r o c e s s  is g e t t i n g  comments from Ohio. 

w e ' v e  r e c e i v e d  comments from t h e  S t a t e  of Ohio t h a t  

are k i n d  of g e n e r a l .  What I mean is t h a t  t h e y  a re  

a p p l i c a b l e  to a l l  o r  most of t h e  f i v e  DOE s i t e s  i n  

O h i o ,  and  we're w a i t i n g  to g e t  from t h e m  t h e  

s p e c i f i c  comments f o r  F e r n a l d .  

We h a v e  some folks h e r e  from 

What I can  t e l l  you is  where  w e  a re  i n  t h e  

R e c e n t l y  
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P U B L I C :  So they have been 

incorporated in the Draft Site Treatment P l a n  a s  

they were submitted to Headquarters? 

MR. SATTLER: No yet, no. That's. 

where we are in the process. Those comments we 

will address in the Final Site Treatment Plan. 

MS. D A S T I L L U N G :  I s  there a list of 

the criteria that this group will be looking at to 

decide which sites become disposal sites for the 

mixed waste? 

MR. S A T T L E R :  Yes, it's summarized- 

in the draft plan. If you want more d e t a i l e d  

information than that, I can get that for you. Or 

I can attempt to get that for you. But what is in 

the plan I think is a pretty good summary of what 

they're going for. 

MS,. D A S - T I L L U N G :  D o  you know offhand 

which section? I have a copy at home, it's t h i s  

big. 

MR. S A T T L E R :  Section 8 I believe. 

It's either Section 8 or Section 6 of the p l a n .  

P U B L I C :  Does Fernald meet the 

L 
Spangler Reporting Services 

23 

2 4  

PHONE (513) 381-3330 F A X  ( 5 1 3 )  3 8 1 - 3 3 4 2  
D-5 1 

criteria that you're describing in Section 83 

MR. S A T T L E R :  Well, that's the 



1 

D 2 

3 

5 

6 

7 

9 

1 0  

1 1  

1 2  

1 3  

lTEM NO. 3 

process they're going through right now to 

determine that. What I can tell you is that there 

are a couple of issues that will weigh heavily into 

their. evaluation process. Number one is the issue 

of Fernald sitting on an aquifer. The other issue 

is that -- and therefs an important piece of 
information that these folks did not have, and that 

information is the information that's being 

developed in our FS process, in particular for 

Operable Unit 2, which is making some decisions for 

disposal. So they only have that information now 

in very general terms. They have yet to visit us 

and collect all the detailed information. I can't 

speak for that group, but I suspect that's going to 

weigh heavily in the final recommendation. 

P U B L I C :  I have a question. Do you 

expect to have an agreement signed by next October 

with EPA? 

1 MR. SATTLER: Yeah, that's the 

goal. Do I think it's going to happen, yeah, I 

do. I think Ohio has raised a lot of questions, 

but I really think that they are things that we can 

resolve. 

P U B L I C :  You have h schedule on the 

Spangler Reporting Services 
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chart of completion of facilities by January of 

' 9 5 .  

MR. SATTLER: Yeah, that brings up a 

good point. These were the schedules, and I left 

these up intentionally because these are the ones 

that were presented in the Draft Site Treatment 

Plan. Are these going to change? Yeah, they will, 

and there are any number of factors that are going 

to cause them to change. Probably the number one 

biggest factor right now is our funding and the 

whole  crisis that we're going thr-ough wi.th funding 

cuts. How much is it going to change? If you look 

on here it shows that everything is going to be 

dealt with by the end of '97. What it looks like 

right now is that this will be pushed back until 

' 9 8 ,  so we're still planning as of right now that 

all these activities will be completed by the end 

of ' 9 8 .  So that while it's going to be pushed 

back, it's not like it's going to be pushed back 

ten years. . 

MR. RAST: John, I think an 

important point to bring up, and I ' m  Dave Rast with 

DOE, is that in our discussions, any of our 

progress towards treating mixed waste that w e  have 
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previously scheduled, we intended this process not 

to delay or to hold up the implementation of any 

kind of waste treatment or the treatment of mixed 

waste that we could do. ye were hoping, as John 

said earlier, to mirror the actions that we had 

intended to do in the Draft Site Treatment Plan, 

not wait two or three years until this plan was 

final before we take any action. So we are 

continuing to go through the process and try to 

implement mixed waste treatment and mixed waste 

disposal on the site. 

MR. SATTLER: Yeah, I guess another 

way of saying that is if the HF treatment didn't 

exist, 'would this still happen? Yeah. HF tank car 

is a separate regulatory vehicle, we have a closure 

plan that is driving it. UNH' is a removal action. 

The wastewater treatment is some'thing that's 

ongoing. What this really is is a subset of the 

T S C A  incinerator. A s  we go through and look at 

those films before we send them off to TSCA, w e  

expect to find that some are not appropriate to 

send for incineration, but we also expect that most 

of those drums that aren't appropriate can be 

readily treated in the wastewater treatment 
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system. So that's an ongoing project for 

environmental removal action. Envirocare project, 

off-site disposition being driven by a removal 

action. 

So the only ones that on this list 

that are not covered are the mobile stabilization 

and the mobile chemical treatment. The mobile 

stabilization we've already initiated thoughts with 

Ohio EPA about getting that started sooner rather 

than waiting until October of '95. So I think 

we've got a real opportunity here to ac.tually 

continue on and get some of this done. Which is a 

little bit different. than many of my colleagues at 

the other DOE facilities, who are really struggling 

and just getting started. 

Any other comments or questions? 

MR. WINSTON: I ' m  Tom Winston from 

the State of Ohio, and- I was just going-to make a 

few brief comments in terms of what the State feels 

is important as we go through this. I think we 

recognized pretty early that Ohio was going to be 

an exporter of waste, and that put us in a 

difficult situation considering the power that the 

act gives governors of states to say yeah or nay on 
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waste coming into the state. We've looked at this 

throughout this process as it being in our best 

interest to try to get Fernald, Portsmouth, Mound, 

Battelle, and RMI, the five sites in Ohio, to 

maximize the amount of waste they were able to 

manage at their own site and minimize the amount of 

waste they would be shipping. 

That's good for a number of reasons, 

one just the accountability issues, it's more 

convincing with other states that we're trying to 

do what we can in Ohio. If we're managing as much 

as we can, it will minimize risk of transportation 

and the associated activities. We have been very 

supportive of efforts to look at mobile treatment 

because rather than moving the waste, we're moving 

the treatment facility, whether it might be on 

skids or small units. 

The process has required all of the 

states, there's 20 some states with these 49 sites, 

to get together and talk about how can we create a 

national framework f o r  management of waste that is 

not unfair to either a section of the country, 

individual states, and this process is sort of 

nearing its end point. I'm pleased at where we are 

Spangler Reporting Services 
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a t  t h i s  p o i n t ,  b u t  I w i l l  also p o i n t  o u t  t h a t  i n  

t h e  i n i t i a l ,  t h e  D r a f t  S i t e  T r e a t m e n t  P l a n s  c a m e  

i n ,  O h i o  i s  s t i l l  o n e  of t h e  l a r g e s t  e x p o r t e r s  of 

waste f o r  t r e a t m e n t  i n  o t h e r  s t a t e s .  And w e  have  

t h e  a c t u a l ,  I t h i n k  t h e  h i g h e s t  s h i p m e n t  f rom o n e  

s t a t e  t o  a n o t h e r ,  O h i o  and T e n n e s s e e  t o  f a c i l i t i e s  

t h e r e .  And t h a t ' s  n o t  j u s t  F e r n a l d ,  t h a t ' s  f rom 

t h e  o t h e r ,  t w o  o t h e r  s i t e s  a s  w e l l .  

We're c o m m i t t e d  t o  d o i n g  w h a t  w e  c a n  

to make s u r e  t h a t  F e r n a l d  i s  and t h e  o t h e r  s i t e s  

are  c l e a r l y  d e l i n e a t i n g  w h a t  t h e i r  r a t i o n a l e  for 

d e c i s i o n  making, w e ' r e  g o i n g  t o  need  t o  t a l k  to 

Tennessee ,  t o  p o s s i b l y  Utah ,  t o  t h e  S ta te .  of 

Washington and  s o m e  of t h e  o t h e r  s i t e s  a b o u t  h o w  w e  

t o o k  t h e  si tes t o  t a s k  t o  make s u r e  t h e y  w e r e  on a 

sound basis  when t h e y  made t h e i r  d e c i s i o n .  I t  

# a s n 8 t  j u s t  b u s i n e s s  as u s u a l .  We've s e n t  w a s t e  t o  

:he 'TSCA c e n t e r  i n  t h e  p a s t ,  we're g o i n g  t o  do i t  

r g a i n .  So t h o s e  a r e  t h i n g s  t h a t  w e ' r e  l o o k i n g  a t .  

I know t h e r e  w a s  a n  e a r l i e r  q u e s t i o n  

i b o u t  whether o r  n o t  t h e  S t a t e  of O h i o  had bough t  

. n t o  t h a t  recommendat ion ,  We're c e r t a i n l y  

ra t isf ied so f a r ,  b u t  i t 8 s  g o i n g  t o  be a dynamic 

)recess, and one  o t h e r  component of t h i s  i s  i n p u t  

S p a n g l e r  R e p o r t i n g  S e r v i c e s  
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from t h e  public. This is n o t  going to be a 

finished project, if you will, until we approve the 

final treatment plan sometime after submission in 

February and then try to negotiate an order that 

will set time lines and more specifics. Wetre 

interested in any comments that you are interested 

in either giving to us or Yo Fernald, and I guess I 

would a s k ,  John, any comments that you receive from 

the public, 

well because we're very interested in that. 

if you could send us those comments as 

Paul H a r d y ,  who is with me here, has 

a copy of the State's general comments. 

they are for all five sites. It's just probably 

Once again 

two pages, which briefly outlines what we felt when 

we got the drafts in a couple of weeks ago, what we 

felt were some of the over-arching deficiencies 

between the five sites that we want to make sure 

were corrected or improved at the Final Site 

Treatment Plan submission. 

The final thing I was going to say, 

certainly we're very concerned about the issue of 

disposal. 

of sites, the 16 or 17 sites that are undergoing 

many performance assessments, but we feel very 

It is true that Fernald is on the list 
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clearly that Fernald would be a totally 

inappropriate place for disposal. W e  will fight 

that very strongly, and the process, though, that 

we've gone through 'is that DOE has been forced 

because we have all of these 20' some states 

involved at the table, DOE has been forced to take 

sites through the system unless all the states 

agree that a site is not suitable. 

We had a meeting a couple of months 

ago, this summer- where Ohio proposed- that Fernald 

and Mound be dropped off the list due to severe 

deficiencies we felt would not make them suitable 

for disposal site. . We were successful in having 

Mound considered a low priority level, though not 

off the table. While most of the other states 

agreed that Fernald has significant deficiencies 

that would not- make- it a good site, we were not- 

successful in quite getting it off the table. We 

gill continue to keep you apprised of that process 

as well. 

One of the things John said earlier, 

3ven though -- it is a very good point -- that even 
:bough it is not a major component from a volume 

standpoint, that is Fernald, this is the one area 

Spangler Reporting Services 
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ITEM NO. 3 
l 2 a  

where the states are in a sense in the driver's 

seat and they are exerting as much influence over 

this process because the Federal Facilities 

Compliance Act gives the states, whether it's the 

State of Tennessee, the State of Nevada, or the 

State of Washington, gives them authority to say 

yes or no on low-level waste. You normally are 

using NEPA and environmental impact statements and 

other techniques, so this is a great opportunity 

for us to sort of build something that may help us 

I 

on waste management issues on Fernald down the 

road, as long as we are playing fairly with other 

states and doing a thorough job of justification. 

MS. DASTILLUNG: What are you doing 

to not create any more mixed waste that we'll have 

to deal with? 

MR. SATTLER: Part of the process -- 
I'm going to let John jump in here too -- part of 
the process we're going through in the site 

remediation is to generate some more waste. What I 

mean is in particular we expect in the short term 

that we will in fact be adding to some of the 

volumes of some of the mixed waste streams. The 

safe shutdown process is going through and cleaning 

2 
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up, and we anticipate that some of that volume will 

actually be added to what we have. 

MR. WARNER: Can you talk a little 

louder. 

MR. SATTLER: I'm sorry. We expect 

that will be added. Keep in mind too that most of 

the mixed waste, almost all this mixed  waste we're 

dealing with here, what we call the legacy waste, 

from the production operations or from the 

maintenance activities, we can impact those 

maintenance activities utilizing materials that 

when they become waste they don't become hazardous 

waste and mix the waste by changing out whatever 

the product is. Instead of using solvents for  

cleaning parts, we use other types- of cleaners. 

That we have some impact over. The materials that 

need to be cleaned out in the interim activities we 

don't have much impact over. 

Do you want to add anything to that? 

MR. WITZEMAN: M y  name is John 

Witzeman, I ' m  with FERMCO, I'm responsible for the 

bottom five of these projects. In waste programs 

where I work at FERMCO we have another organization 

that operates next to mine called Waste Utilization 

Spangler Reporting Services 
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7 2 1 2  
Pollution Prevention. Within that organization we 

research and implement activities and techniques to 

minimize the generation of waste, as you're 

speaking, 

just normal sanitary type waste, all types of 

waste. And I can cite several examples of things 

we have going on now that are beneficial, but we do 

have a program specifically for that purpose. 

not only d mixed waste but low-level waste, 

One example recently is the fire 

training ground that Johnny Reising spoke of 

earlier. Certain portions of that project 

contained PCB contamination, and we implemented 

some techniques on that project through Crew 3 that 

did the actual demolition of the building to create 

a condition so that that entire building, all of 

that rubble was not PCB waste, waste that needed to 

be managed as being contaminated with PCB's or 

being contaminated with other types of mixed 

waste. Now that waste is only low-level waste and 

is easily or more easily managed to a certain . 

degree. And we have other similar types of 

programs. Does that -- 
MS. DASTILLUNG: Yeah, I guess some 

point in the future I would like to hear more 

Spangler Reporting Services 
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ITEM NO. 3 

details about that. 

MR. SATTLER: Okay. 

MR. RAST: Through this report 

process, Vicky, through our annual reporting of our 

hazardous and mixed waste, we have a good idea of 

what our mixed waste treatment are. We have 

implemented substitutions where we've gone from 

chlorinated solvents to aclduric acid based 

solvents. We've tried to substitute.and eliminate 

hazardous materials or mixed waste where they're 

not feasible, and right now our big generation of 

mixed waste actually comes f r o m  investigation 

3erived waste following the sample procedures for 

the remedial investigation that we have to follow. 

rhat's our largest generator. So we've gotten rid 

>f a lot of mixed generation, waste generation 

qhere we can. But investigation derived waste, 

:here's not many substitutions for the different , 

iolvents used in the lab and, unfortunately, motor 

,il becomes mixed waste, There's no substitutes. 
- .  io we're trying, 

MR, SATTLER: Excuse me, We're 

letting the signal here. 

MR. WARNER: Thank you all for your 

PHONE ( 5 1 3 )  3 8 1 - 3 3 3 0  FAX ( 5 1 3 )  3 8 1 - 3 3 4 2  
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cL r 2 1 2  
interest .,' 

. (Off the record.) 

' M R .  WARNER: We're going to go ahead 

and get started here. 

at Fernald, and we are going to tell you a little 

I ' m  Rod Warner from DOE here 
4 

bit tonight about a document called the Draft Site 

Treatment Plan that we generated in response to the 

Federal Facilities Compliance Act. John Sattler 

from DOE is going to give you a brie.ffng on that, 

after which we will entertain any of your questions 

and concerns. Weld appreciate if you'd hold your 

questions until we get through the briefing here, 

and then we're going to have a l l  xour questions 

written down that we can't respond to, and we will 

get back to you with formal responses if we don't 

have an answer right now. 

MS. CRAWFORD: In two days? 

MR. WARNER: For y o u ,  Lisa, 

tomorrow. So I ' m  going to turn it over to John, 

and we'll take questions here in a few minutes. 

MR. SATTLER: Did everyone get one 

of the fact sheets, Fernald Fact Sheets? In 

addition to -- Dave has more if anyone didn't get 

one. When we're finished here for this evening, 
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t h e r e  a r e  a c o u p l e  of  o t h e r  p i e c e s  of l i t e r a t u r e  u p  

he re  y o u  migh t  be i n t e r e s t e d  i n  a s  w e l l .  Feel  

t o  take  o n e .  T h e  f a c t  s h e e t  t h a t  you h a v e  w a s  

f r e e  

p r e p a r e d  by DOE a t  F e r n a l d .  T h i s  one  is a fac.. 

shee t  on t h e  FFCA D r a f t  S i t e  T r e a t m e n t  P l a n  

p r e p a r e d  b y  t h e  S t a t e  of Ohio. The o t h e r  t h i n g  up 

h e r e  a r e  Ohio ,  S t a t e  o f  O h i o ' s  g e n e r a l  comments on 

t h e  D r a f t  S i t e  T r e a t m e n t  P l a n  t o  t h e  O h i o  DOE 

f a c i l i t y ,  n o t  j u s t  F e r n a l d  b u t  t h e  f i v e  O h i o  s i t e s ,  

f i v e  DOE s i t e s  i n  O h i o .  

The  D r a f t  S i t e  T r e a t m e n t  P l a n ,  l e t ' s  

t a l k  a b o u t -  w h a t  is t h e  D r a f t  S i t e  T r e a t m e n t  P l a n .  

I t  i s  a document  t h a t  w a s  p u t  t o g e t h e r  by DOE t h a t  

summar izes  what  o u r  p l a n s ,  what  F e r n a l d ' s  p l a n s  a re  

for t r e a t i n g  o u r  mixed w a s t e  o n - s i t e .  I n  

p a r t i c u l a r  what  w e  i d e n t i f y  as o u r  l e g a c y  w a s t e .  

I n  s h o r t ,  legacy- w a s t e s -  a re  t h e  mixed w a s t e s  t ha t  

have b e e n  g e n e r a t e d  t h r o u g h  p r o d u c t i o n  p r o c e s s e s  or 

n o t  so d i s t a n t  p a s t  maybe t h r o u g h  m a i n t e n a n c e  

a c t i v i t i e s  o r  m a y b e  even  t h r o u g h  some of t h e  

a c t i v i t i e s  l i k e  t h e  safe  shutdown,  which  is  one of 

t h e  p r o c e s s e s  o n - s i t e  for removing materials from 

t a n k s  a n d  p i p e s  and  w h a t  n o t .  

What t h e  D r a f t  S i t e  T r e a t m e n t  P l a n  

B 

B 
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does  i s  i t  l ' is ts  w h a t  w e  call i n  t h e  p l a n  p r e f e r r e d  

o p t i o n s .  What t h i s  t a b l e  does  h e r e  is p r o v i d e  f o r  

y o u  what w e  have  i d e n t i f i e d  i n  t h e  F e r n a l d  p l a n t  as 

our p r e f e r r e d  o p t i o n s .  Those a r e  n o t h i n g  more t h a n  

our p l a n s ,  our p r o j e c t s  f o r  d e a l i n g  w i t h  mixed 

waste. The i m p o r t a n t  t h i n g  t o  remember is t h a t  

t h i s  p l a n  d e a l s  o n l y  w i t h  mixed l o w - l e v e l  w a s t e s .  

So t h o s e  a r e  t h e  w a s t e s  t h a t  have a h a z a r d o u s  

component.  They a r e  c o r r o s i v e  or t o x i c ,  t h e y ' r e  

heavy metals,  as  w e l l  as a r a d i o l o g i c a l  component .  

By and l a r g e  m o s t  of t h e  w a s t e s  t o  be d e a l t  w i t h  a t  

F e r n a l d  i s  n o t  mixed waste  b u t  r a t h e r  i t ' s  

l o w - l e v e l  waste,  h a s  a r a d i o l o g i c a l  component 

o n l y .  

So why do w e  do  t h i s ,  why d i d  w e  

b u i l d  t h i s  p l a n  i n  t h e  f i r s t  p l a c e ?  The bot tom 

l i n e  r e a s o n  is w e  a r e  r e q u i r e d  t o  by l a w .  I n  

October of 1 9 9 2  t h e  F e d e r a l  F a c i l i t i e s  Compliance 

A c t  w a s  s i g n e d  i n t o  l a w  by P r e s i d e n t  Bush, and i t  

r e q u i r e d  DOE f a c i l i t i e s  t h a t  managed, t h a t  d e a l t  

w i t h  mixed w a s t e  t o  g e n e r a t e  a s i t e  t r e a t m e n t  p l a n  

f o r  t h e  mixed w a s t e  and submi t  those  p l a n s  t o  t h e  

s t a t e  i n  which t h e y ' r e  i n .  The s t a t e  would t h e n  

take a look a t  t hose  p l a n s ,  t h e y  w i l l  r e v i e w  t h e  

D-66 
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p l a n ,  t h e y  w i l l  a p p r o v e  i t  o r  t h e y  w i l l  a p p r o v e  i t  

w i t h  some m o d i f i c a t i o n s  or c h a n g e s ,  g i v e  i t  back t o  

u s ,  a s k  us t o  d o  further work. 

The end p o i n t  i n  t h i s  p rocess  for t h e  
d 

s t a t e s '  r e v i e w  a n d  a p p r o v a l  comes i n  O c t o b e r  of 

' 9 5 ,  so j u s t  a y e a r  from now. In t h e  s t a t u t e  

i t s e l f  t h e  ac t  r e q u i r e s  for us t o  d e v e l o p  t h e s e  

p l a n s ,  i s s u e  them,  t h e  s t a t e  t o  r e v i e w  t h e m  and  

t h e n  i s s u e  a c o m p l i a n c e  o rde r  t o  us a t  F e r n a l d  t o  

implement  t h e  p l a n .  So a f t e r  t h e  S t a t e  o f  O h i o  

r e v i e w s  t h e s e  p r e f e r r e d  o p t i o n s ,  d e c i d e s  t h a t  

t h e y ' r e  s a t i s f i e d  w i t h  them,  t h e n  t h e y  w i l l  

implement  a n  order t o  DOE a t  F e r n a l d  and  say go 

ahead and do these t r e a t m e n t  p r o j e c t s  you have 

i d e n t i f i e d  here. 

N o w  b e f o r e  w e  t a l k  a b o u t  t h i s  t a b l e  a 

1i.tt-le bit. m o r e . t  t h i . s  t h i n g  here. i s  a- 

r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  -- well, is a c u b i c  meter. I t ' s  

b u i l t  and p u t  h e r e  b e c a u s e  i n  o n e  of our p r e v i o u s  

s e s s i o n s  someone made t h e  comment t h a t  w e  k e e p  

t a l k i n g  a b o u t  vo lumes ,  t o s s i n g  o u t  d i m e n s i o n s  l i k e  

:ubic yards, cubic  m e t e r s ,  I d o n ' t  know w h a t  a 

x b i c  m e t e r  is .  I f  you l o o k  a t  a D r a f t  S i t e  

r r e a t m e n t  P l a n ,  i t  l i s t s  e v e r y t h i n g  i n  c u b i c  

S p a n g l e r  R e p o r t i n g  S e r v i c e s  
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meters. This is a cubic meter. If you were to add 

up all this legacy waste that we talk about in the 

Draft Site Treatment Plan, it would total up 

something on the order of 3,000 cubic meters, 

thereabouts. So that's the volume of legacy mixed 

waste that we're trying to deal with in the Draft 

with the Federal Site Treatment Plan in compliance 

Facilities Compliance Act. c 

Taking a look at th. s .table, the 

first thing you'll notice if you have good eyesight 

is that at the top it says cubic yards and this 

says cubic meters. In your handout it lists cubic 

meters, and what you'll see if you have a mind for 

mathematics, that a cubic yard is a little bit 

smaller than a cubic meter. These, as I said, are 

preferred options. These represent the projects, 

these are the projects we have on-site to deal with 

the mixed wastes. 

One of the first points I want to 

make is that when we started building this Draft 

Site Treatment Plan, we decided not to reinvent the 

wheel, and ,what that means is that if we had 

projects that were ongoing or in the planning 

stages already existing for dealing with mixed 

Spangler Reporting Services 
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wastes ,  w e  d i d n f t  wan t  t o  s c r a p  t h o s e  and  s t a r t  

o v e r .  W e  d e c i d e d  t h a t  w e  would j u s t  r e f l e c t  t h o s e  

i n  our D r a f t  S i t e  Trea tment  P l a n .  And many of 

t h o s e  p r o j e c t s  on h e r e  a r e , t h i n g s  t h a t  a r e  o n g o i n g  . 
o r  i n  t h e  p l a n n i n g .  

J o h n n y . R e i s i n g  e a r l i e r  and G a r y  

S t e g n e r  t a l k e d  about  many p r o j e c t s .  One o f  them 

t h a t  w a s  men t ioned  w a s  t h e  UNH t r e . a t m e n t  process .  

T h a t ' s  r e f l e c t e d  i n  t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  p l a n .  What 

d e c i s i o n s  a r e  made on UNH t r e a t m e n t  w e  w i l l  m i r r o r  

i n  t h i s  p l a n .  T h e  way t h e  process i s  working  is  

you n o t i c e  on  y o u r  agenda and  o n  h e r e  i t  says  DSTP, 

i t  s a y s  D r a f t  S i t e  T rea tmen t  P l a n ,  DOE i n  r e s p o n s e  

t o  t h i s  l a w  coming i n t o  b e i n g  s a i d  t h e  way w e ' r e  

g o i n g  t o  a p p r o a c h  t h i s  is w e  w i l l  do i t  i n  t h r e e  

s t e p s .  W e ' l l  i s s u e  a C o n c e p t u a l  S i t e  T r e a t m e n t  

P l a n ,  t h e n - a  D r a f t  S i t e  T r e a t m e n t  P l a n ,  and f i n a l l y  

a F i n a l  o r  s o m e  p e o p l e  c a l l  i t  P r o p o s e d  S i t e  

rreatment P l a n .  

The c o n c e p t u a l  p l a n  w a s  i s s u e d  a y e a r  

igo  in O c t o b e r ,  and t h a t  w a s  p r e t t y  broad f r S e o p e ,  

? r e t t y  g e n e r a l .  I t  s o l i c i t e d  r e a l l y  a whole 

Laundry l i s t  of p o t e n t i a l  o p t i o n s  for t r e a t i n g  our 

nixed  w a s t e .  The d r a f t  p l a n  r e a l l y  is  our f i rs t  

4 
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cut at identifying what we think are the best 

options. 

Now the idea of where we are here of 

leading into the final plan is we presented this, 

we've sent it to the State of Ohio, we sent a copy 

of it to US E P A ,  we put a copy of it in the Reading 

Room. We are in a stage now, in the process where 

we are soliciting comments both from the regulators 

as well as the public. And ideally what we want to 

do is sit down, go through all those comments and 

that Final Site Treatment Plan that will be 

submitted in February of next year, February of 

'95, will reflect or address the comments that we 

get from the regulators and from the public. 

I 

A s  I mentioned when we started out 

Sere, that there are some general comments from the 

State of Ohio. There are five DOE sites in Ohio, 

PO these comments are addressing issues that they 

>elieve cut across the Draft Site Treatment Plans 

tor all five sites. Ohio is still going to provide 

i s  with specific comments on the Fernald Draft Site 

rreatment Plan, and I believe the schedule is by 

:he end of the month. 

A s  I started to say, many of these 
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projects are already ongoing. The HF tank car, HF 

neutralization is really being driven as a RCRA 

closure activity, and we have a plan in specific to 

this to.the State of Ohio that they are  in the 

process of reviewing, and once they approve that, 

we will commence treatment of this hydrofluoric 

acid in that rail car. 

UNH, I already mentioned. The TSCA 

incinerator down here at the bottom, that's a 

continuation of an activity that has been going on 

where we-want to send mixed waste to Tennessee, Oak 

Ridge, Tennessee to the TSCA incinerator for 

incineration. 

. Envirocare, that .really..is not a 

treatment option here, we're not sending it to 

Envirocare for treatment, but we have some mixed 

wastes that are ready for-disposal at. Envirocare. 

These last two projects listed here 

are, like the UNH,  CERCLA removal actions which are 

driving the process. 

So for Fernald, if the FFCA didn, t 

come along and require us to put this plan 

together, many of these activities were already 

being driven by one regulatory mechanism or 

Spangler Reporting Services 
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another. We have had plans in place for the mobile 

stabilization and mobile chemical treatment, and we 

will reflect those in this draft section of the 

plan. d 

I mentioned earlier that this is 

dealing only with mixed low-level waste, and I also 

said that in the grand scheme of things that most, 

by far most of the wastes we're dealing with 

on-site is not mixed low-level waste, but low-level 

waste problem. 

out of that is what's the real importance of this 

or why is it important enough that we're presenting 

this to you this evening and soliciting your 

comments. There's a couple of reasons why it's 

important. One of the reasons is that it's 

important to the State of Ohio and the other states 

across the nation. This process of building this 

Draft Site Treatment Plan is not exactly the same 

as the process f o r  a lot of the other plans that 

we've put together for a lot of the remediation 

activities'on-site. One of the big differences is 

that while we have been building a plan that 

reflects what we at Fernald want to do, through the 

whole process we have been working with the other 

. 

So the logical question that-comes 
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DOE facilities and DOE headquarters across the DOE 

complex. There are 49 sites that have turned in 

Draft Site Treatment Plans or will turn in Final 

Site Treatment Plans. We have regular meetings 

with them through this process to develop a means 

that is consistent so that if you pick up one plan 

for Fernald compared to one say from Portsmouth, 

that they will be similar, similar enough so that 

you can compare what we're doing and what they're 

doing. 

One of the real importances of doing 

that is that if we are proposing to send something 

to Tennessee f o r  Oak Ridge incinerator, the State 

of Tennessee wants to know that, and they want to 

be able to pick up our plan and be able to look 

through that and relatively easily identify that w e  

plan on sending our waste to them f o r -  

incineration. 

Now, in addition to working with the 

,the= DOE facilities, we have been working with 

lhio and w e  have been having regular meetings 

Lcross the complex with the other states that are 

involved in this process too, like the, State of 

Cennessee. 
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Now getting back to the importance of 

this issue, during these meetings many of the 

states, in particular those states who will be 

receiving wastes f o r  treatment, have expressed to 

DOE and to their colleagues in the other states 

that they feel very strongly that it is important 

for DOE to develop good Draft Site Treatment Plans 

because they believe that if w e  can work 

successfully with the other DOE facilities in the 

other states, that this is going to set the stage, 

so to speak, for dealing with the bigger rad waste 

issues. So even though relatively speaking the 

scale of mixed waste problems is small, we're 

talking about volume, that this could have an 

impact on future dealings on the rad waste issue as 

a whole. So that's a good reason why we take this 

to heart and are trying to work as best we can in 

developing a good plan to justify what we want to 

do. 

The other reason it's important is 

there's a couple of issues associated with the 

Draft Site Treatment Plan that may be of interest 

to you. Those issues are, number one, that other 

sites may identify Fernald as a facility for 

Spangler Reporting Services 
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sending their waste to us for treatment. Okay. To 

date what I can tell you is one other DOE facility 

has done that, and that one facility is the 

Portsmouth facility. That doesn't mean it's a done 

deal. All I'm saying is that if you pick up their 

Draft Site Treatment Plan, you will see that 

they've identified Fernald to send three of their 

mixed waste streams, totaling something on the 

order of, I believe it's 84 cubic meter's of waste 

to come to Fernald to be treated in th.e. MAWS 

treatmen$ system. 

MS. CRAWbFORD: You should add, too, 

though that our understanding is if it was 

agreeable that it be brought here to be treated or 

whatever you call it, stabilized or whatever, that 

it and any leftover gunk goes back to Portsmouth. 

MR. WARNER: This is just a plan. 

rt is a draft that they are putting together right 

now. That goes without saying. 

MS. CRAWFORD: But you need to say 

that because already people are -- 
MR. WARNER: We'll get to that. 

MR. SATTLER: The purpose of the 

>raft Site Treatment Plan was to identify these 

4 Spangler Reporting Services 
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options. From them identifying it, that's just one 

of a whole host of issues we .have to deal with if . 

that's going to occur, and that's where we are in 

the process, is to start working out all those 

kinds of issues. 

MS. CRAWFORD: That's the only one 

you've seen? 

MR. S A T T L E R :  That's the only one so 

far. 

MS. CRAWFORD: And we're still on 

the list. You know, the list has been cut a couple 

of times because we've been kind of watching that. 

MR. WARNER: We're getting off the 

issue here. We'll get to that. 

MS. CRAWFORD: Okay. 

MR. S A T T L E R :  We're talking about 

rtastes, about sites sending their waste to Fernald 

Eor treatment. The list you referred to is the 

3ther issue that's important, that's disposal. 

low,  let me get back to the disposal issue. Let me 

iddress the treatment. 

Where we are in the 'process is now 

:hat all the sites, those 49 sites have turned in 

:heir Draft Site Treatment Plans, DOE across the . 

.-- 
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complex is looking at all these 49 Draft Site 

Treatment Plans and saying does this make sense, 

from a national perspective does this make sense. 

If Fernpld is saying we're going to build a mobile 

on-site stabilization process, and say Portsmouth 

identifies that and sites in Kentucky and Tennessee 

and Washington or South Carolina all identify a 

similar option, they want to stand back and say is 

this making sense on a large scale, and they're 

going to come back and make recommendations on 

consolidating treatment or influence, possibly 

changing some of these particular options. The 

result of that could be that their recommendations 

might wind up with other facilities identifying 

Fernald as a place to treat mixed wastes. 

To date I have no information to 

offer to you from that particular work group' I 

haven't gotten any feedback from them as of yet. I 

expect to get feedback from them later this month 

sometime with those recommendations. That is their 

schedule to provide that information to us and to 

Ohio at the same time. 

MS. CRAWFORD: And that information 

will be shared regularly? 

Q 
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fi; 1 2 1  
MR. SATTLER: Sure, yes. The other 

2 

issue I mentioned was disposal. There is also a 

work group within DOE that is looking at these 4 9  

sites trying to identify the best candidates for a 

disposal facility for mixed low-level waste, and 

they're doing it in a series of cuts or stages. 

Fernald passed the first cut, so they're still on 

the list to be evaluated as a mixed low-level waste 

disposal facility. Where that process is right now 

is that that particular group that was doing that 

evaluation, that work group will be coming to 

Fernald and talking to people from DOE and FERMCO 

and collecting information to do their performance 

evaluation. We expect them to literally arrive 

on-site sometime in November to do that process, 

MS, CRAWFORD: They're not going to 

talk to anybody else except DOE and the contractor? 

MR. SATTLER: I don't know. I don't 

know, I can relay that message back to them. 

MS. CRAWFORD: I would very highly 

recommend that you do that. 

MR. RAST: That has been brought up, 

Lisa, excuse me, at the different sessions for the 

support group that the work group in their initial 
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plan and in their initial layoff of doing their 

performance evaluation was strictly looking at the  

scientific data and had not built into their plan 

any opportunities for stakeholder input. Some 

people are harder hitters than others, and we 

emphasized at their last meeting that they should 

talk to stakeholders. 

MS. CRAWFORD: On t o p  of talking to 

stakeholders I would recommend they also talk to 

regulators. 

MR. SATTLER: The regulatory 

community is very. aware of this activity. 

MS. CRAWFORD: We just want to make 

sure . 
MR. SATTLER: I ' m  going to let Tom 

elaborate on that. 

MS. CRAWFORD : Okay. ' 

.MR. SATTLER: N o w ,  the important 

thing to remember is that the end result is that 

they may identify one or two o r  six or twelve, .I 

gon't know how many, candidate facilities. That 

goesn't mean that one or two or  six will in fact 

become the DOE mixed level waste facilities. 

rhat's kind of an exclusion process, whittle it 
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1 down. From that they will recommend, they will 

make a recommendation that these are the best 

candidate facilities for disposal. 
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MR. SATTLER: Okay. The Draft Site 

Treatment Plan is available, the document itself is 

available for  you on these issues and in'particular 

the issue on disposal. In that plan is what I 

think is a pretty good summary of what that work 

group, national work group is trying to do. So it 

gives you basically the format or information of 

.where they're going. A s  far as their final 

decisions go, you're right, you donft have that 

information. I don't have that information. We 

wonft even have that information until about the 

I time that the Final Site Treatment Plan is due in 
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F e b r u a r y .  

MS. YOCUM:  W e l l  t h e n ,  i t ' s  b e s t  t o  

g i v e  o u r  comment as f a r  as t h a t  w e  do n o t  want  

t h e i r  o t h e r  p l a n t s '  waste  s t o r e d  on o u r  s i t e  f r o m  

t h e  v e r y  b e g i n n i n g  i f  t h a t ' s  a c o m m e n t  t o  be  made 

from t h e  v e r y  b e g i n n i n g .  

MR. SATTLER: A b s o l u t e l y .  

MS. CRAWFORD: When a re  t h e  comments 

due?  

MR. SATTLER: W e  would l i k e  t o  g e t  

t h e  comments by t h e  end of  O c t o b e r ,  Oc tobe r  3 0 t h .  

MS. CRAWFORD: H a l l o w e e n .  

MR. WARNER: Tom, c o u l d  you 

e l a b o r a t e  j u s t  a l i t k l e .  b i t  on. whak you t a l k e d .  

a b o u t  a l i t t l e  b i t  ago  a s  f a r  as your  i n v o l v e m e n t .  

MR. W I N S T O N :  I t ' s  a rea-1 

i n t e r e s t i n g  p r o c e s s  b e c a u s e  t h e  f i r s t  t i m e  t h a t  a l l  

t h e  s t a t e s  t h a t  are p l a y . e r s  i n  u l t i m a t e l y  t h e  

d i s p o s a l -  i s s u e s  and c e r t a i n l y  t h e  t r e a t m e n t  issues 

and be ing  a t  t h e  t ab l e  t o g e t h e r  have been  s i t t i n g  

sown and  t a l k i n g  t o g e t h e r .  John made a good p o i n t  

b e f o r e  where  t h i s  is a s m a l l  s u b s e t  of t h e  t o t a l  

gaste b u r d e n  t h a t  F e r n a l d  is g o i n g  t o  be worr ied 

% b o u t .  B u t  t h i s  i s  r e a l l y  g o i n g  t o  be  t h e ,  I t h i n k  

S p a n g l e r  R e p o r t i n g  S e r v i c e s  
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t h e  h a r b i n g e r  o f  maybe some t h i n g s  t h a t  w i l l  h e l p  

t h i s  s i t e  a n d  t h e  S t a t e  o f  Ohio . '  The a c t  is v e r y  

c l e a r  t h a t  e q u i t y  d i s c u s s i o n s  a r e  s u p p o s e d  t o  o c c u r  

be tween  s t a t e s .  T h e r e  w a s  a r e c o g n i t i o n  t h a t  a l l  

o f  t h e  t r e a t m e n t  w a s  n o t  g o i n g  t o  b e  a b l e  t o  o c c u r  
4 

o n - s i t e  o r  an e x p e c t a t i o n ,  and  so C o n g r e s s  s a i d  

t h r o u g h  t h e  a c t  t h a t  s t a t e s  would h a v e  t o  h a v e  

e q u i t y  d i s c u s s i o n s  b e c a u s e  of a c o n c e r n  p r i m a r i l y  

t h a t  t h e r e  w a s  g o i n g  t o  be a l o t  o f  s h i p m e n t  t o  a 

c o u p l e  b i g  s i t e s .  o r  s h i p m e n t s  w e s t .  

A s  w e  s t a r t e d  t o  look a t  t h e  

i n v e n t o r y  a t  t h e  f i v e  s i t e s  i n  Oh io ,  i t  w a s  c l ea r  

t o  u s  t h a t  Oh io  would p r o b a b l y  be an e x p o r t e r  

t h r o u g h  t h e  f i v e  s i t e s  i n  t h e  p l a n  p r o p o s a l s  t o  

e x p o r t  t o  o t h e r  s t a t e s .  So f r o m  o u r  v a n t a g e  p o i n t ,  

w e  w e r e  b e s t  s e r v e d  by t r y i n g  t o  push  t h e  i s s u e  of 

o n - s i t e  management t o  t h e  e x t e n t  p o s s i b l e ,  a n d  I 

t h i n k  r e a l l y  a l l  t h e  s t a t e s  across  t h e  c o u n t r y  h a v e  

f e l t  t h a t  t h a t  w a s  f a r  s u p e r i o r  t h a n  j u s t  m a s s i v e  

s h i p m e n t  of waste across t h e  c o u n t r y ,  and t h e y  

w a n t e d  t h e  s i t e s  t o  b u i l d  t h e  p l a n s  r a t h e r  t h a n  

W a s h i n g t o n ,  r a t h e r  t h a n  h e a d q u a r t e r s  i n  W a s h i n g t o n  

t o  s a y  w e  w a n t  a c o n f i g u r a t i o n  a s  for a s i t e ,  t h e y  

w a n t e d  t h e  s i t e s  t o  b u i l d  f rom t h e  g r o u n d  u p .  I 

S p a n g l e r  R e p o r t i n g  S e r v i c e s  
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t h i n k  f rom my v a n t a g e  p o i n t  t h e  s i t e s  have  done  

t h a t ,  and i n  f a c t  9 3  p e r c e n t  of  t h e  t o x i c  was te  i s  

g o i n g  t o  be managed o n  t h e  s i t e  if  you t a k e  a l o o k  

a t  t h e  i n i t i a l  s i t e  t r e a t m e n t  p l a n s .  The q u e s t i o n  

is ,  i s  t h a t  a f f o r d a b l e ,  you know, would w e  be a b l e  

t o  tweak t h a t  a l i t t l e  b i t ,  have  a l i t t l e  b i t  more 

s h i p m e n t  of  w a s t e  and  g e t  a s i g n i f i c a n t  s a v i n g s  if 

you go  t o  o t h e r  a s p e c t s  o f  t h e  c l e a n u p .  

what  t h i s  g r o u p  i s  l o o k i n g  a t  r i g h t  now.  

T h a t ' s  

I t h i n k  i t ' s  i m p o r t a n t  t h a t  w e  

s e p a r a t e  t h e  i s s u e  o f  t r e a t m e n t  f rom d i s p o s a l .  

F e d e r a l  F a c i l i t i e s  Compliance A c t  o n l y  a d d r e s s e s  

t r e a t m e n t ,  and  y e t  a t  t h e  same t i m e  e v e r y  s t a t e  

t h a t  migh t  be  a r e c i p i e n t ,  l i k e  Tennes-see,  S o u t h  

C a r o l i n a ,  Washington ,  I d a h o ,  t h e y  s a i d  e a r l y  on 

we-'re n o t  g o i n g  t o  a l l o w -  w a s t e  to c-ome- i-n- u n l e s s  w e  

s t a r t  t o  g e t  a p i c t u r e  a b o u t  w h a t ' s  t h e  u l t i m a t e  

r e s o l u t i o n .  I f  w e  w e r e  working  t o w a r d s  t r y i n g  t o  

push DOE to i d e n t i f y  a number of d i s . p o s a 1  o p t i o n s .  

and move in t h a t  d i r e c t i o n  e a r l y  on  so t h a t  w e  can 

take that i n t o  a c c o u n t  i n  our d i s c u s s i o n s  of' 

e q u i t y .  The t i m e  l i n e  j u s t  i s n ' t  g o i n g  t o  work o u t  

and w e ' r e  g o i n g  t o  be f o r c e d  t o  make some dec i s ions  

>n t h e  p l a n s  p r i o r  to knowing where t h e  w a s t e  is 

The 

a 
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I u l t i m a t e l y  g o i n g  t o  b e  d i s p o s e d .  

' w e  have  come u p  w i t h  all of t h e  r e s i d u a l s  go back 

t o  t h e  g e n e r a t i n g  s i t e ,  which means,  f o r  example ,  

Because of t h a t ,  

when wastes go t o  t h e  T S C A  i n c i n e r a t o r  f rom . 
F e r n a l d ,  t h e r e  would be a n  e x p e c t a t i o n  t h a t  a t  

l e a s t  f o r  a t i m e  t h o s e  was tes  would come back t o  

F e r n a l d .  You may n o t  l i k e  t h a t ,  b u t  t h a t  does 

p r o t e c t  y o u  f r o m  t h e  i s s u e  of w a s t e s  f rom 

Por tsmouth  coming i n  and b e i n g  stuck a t  F e r n a l d  

w i t h  r e s i d u a l s  i f  t h e r e ' s  any t r e a t m e n t  a t  t h e  

s i t e .  

N o w  on t h e  i s s u e  of d i s p o s a l ,  DOE has 

4 9  s i t e s  and t h e y  q u i c k l y  p a r e d  t h a t  down t o  a b o u t  

2 6  s i t e s  based on some of them a r e  i n  col lege l a b s ,  

some of these s i t e s  a re  n o t  what  you would e v e n  

t h i n k  of at a site like F e r n a l d .  And t h e n  t h e r e  

w a s  a n  e f f o r t  to t r y  t o  g e t  t h e  s t a t e s  t o  agree 

amongst  t h e m s e l v e s  t o  d r o p  t h a t  number down 

f u r t h e r .  W e  w e r e  h o p e f u l  t h a t  w e  would g e t  F e r n a l d  

dropped o f f  that l i s t .  W e  w e r e  a t  a m e e t i n g  i n  

J u l y  w h e r e  we a r g u e d  s t r o n g l y  f o r  b o t h  Mourra a n d  

F e r n a l d  t o  be d ropped  from t h e  l i s t .  More d u e  t o  

t h e  dynamics of t h e  m e e t i n g ,  t h e  o n l y  way i t  c o u l d  

be dropped  off t h e  l i s t  is if e v e r y  o t h e r  s t a t e ,  
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all 26 states in the room agreed it was not worthy 

of any further consideration. Because of that, the 

dynamics of the meeting, only Mound was dropped 

from the list, and it wasn't totally dropped, it 

was made a lower priority. 

What I can tell you is that the 

Fernald site offers severe limitations to the point 

where I do not feel it will at all be in the cards 

appropriate, anything that the State of Ohio would 

stand f o r  to have disposal at the site, have 

Fernald designated as a disposal site. To be 

frank, I ' m  not terribly worried about that. We're 

going to watch it closely and let this process take 

its course, but- at. the same. time the- only way ---- 
DOE has a tough job right now because they have to 

try to satisfy- all of the states, a-11 of th-e states* 

that came together, and those states that 

ultimately are more likely to be disposal sites are 

be-ing. very stingy about moving quickly to. ha.ving 

them being designated as a site. 

So those are kind of the two issues. 

3ne is just the waste treatment that we're talking 

about and the other is disposal, which most people 

are much more concerned about. 
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iL r 2 1 2  
PUBLIC: I'm Darrell. I ' m  sort of 

concerned with both of them, Tom, but I guess the 

one, j u s t  what you were saying, being a disposal 

site, I thought at one time that we would never be 

considered and it isn't even legal that we should 

be considered because of the aquifer situation. Is 

it legal that -- 
MR. WINSTON: And that's why I ' m  

saying the State of Ohio would not stand f o r  that. 

PUBLIC: Then why don't they take us 

off the 'list? 

MR. WINSTON: Well, because the only 

way they can take us off the list is if the other 

2 5  states agree to take us off the list. So in a 

sense it's an exercise. Therefs no way that we can 

force them'and say it doesn't satisfy our siting 

criteria in Ohio, because they would say, well, we 

haven't looked at your siting criteria, there 

wasn't enough time and effort put into it. So what. 

2 1  

2 2  

2 3  

2 4  

Spangler Reporting Services 

the agreement was, that these sites would be 

carried along. What it means is that DOE has to 

put in a lot of effort on something that has no 

chance of ever getting the blessing of the State of 

Ohio. 

PHONE ( 5 1 3 )  3 8 1 - 3 3 3 0  F A X  ( 5 1 3 )  3 8 1 - 3 3 4 2  
D-86 ' 8 ' .  goo677 J " 1 ,  . 



QJ 

'1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

I 7 

I 8 

I 9 

1 0  ~ 

1 1  

1 2  

13 .  

1 4  

1 s  

1 6  

1 .7 

1 8  

19- 

2 0 '  

2 1  

2 2  

2 3  

ITEM NO. 3 

q tg i." 

MR. SATTLER: DOE'S concern in this 

process is pretty much what Tom was saying. What 

we're afraid of is by not carrying through in the 

process, that it will jeopardize what we want to do 

here and even beyond what's listed on here, that we 

will be perceived as not playing fairly. 

. 

PUBLIC: You can see how it makes us 

nervous. . 
MR. SATTLER: Absolutely. 

PUBLIC: It's just not happening, 

We're still on the list and still being considered. 

MS.. CRAWFORD: Personally I think 

we'll be okay. I agree with Tom, I think we'll be 

okay. It makes me nervous that our name is still 

on the list too. 

MR'. WINSTON': From- our vantage 

point, do we consider just walking o u t  of meetings 

and saying, no, we're not going to play fair with 

the. other states. We are probably the. largest- 

exporter from the Draft Site Treatment Plan, 

exporter of any state in the country, shipments of 

DOE waste from one state to another. So it's a 

very fragile dynamic, and we're trying to gingerly 

kind of walk on egg shells to get accomplished what 2 4  
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we need to get accomplished, and once again, this 

is a small portion of the total waste. We've got 

issues relating to shipments to Nevada, just purely 

low-level waste, and all of this is very, very 

fragile. We're trying to -- I guess our goal is to 
push DOE to do as much as they can locally, 

communicate constantly with the other states, 

especially states like Tennessee, Nevada, and Utah, 

that are going to be players from a regulatory 

sense so there's no surprises, to know what's 

happening, in constant communication, talk to the 

public and see what we can share with you' what 

ideas. 

Your strong comments that Fernald is 

totally unacceptable f o r  a disposal site is 

excellent, and I would urge you to take that kind 

of stand. I would also urge you to be cautious 0 :  

saying those 8 3  cubic meters from Portsmouth -- YOU 

don't want to put up a barrier and say we don't 

want to have anything happening that might bring a 

small amount in because we're sending so much out. 

5 0  you have to try to consider all those things. 

MR. WARNER: Edwa, can I let Jim 

Saric make a comment? 

2 
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'. c 

MS. YOCUM: Oh, yes. 

MR. SARIC: I think what Tom was 

saying about the disposal issues, and they really 

have them down to the real criteria as far as the 

site, is the site good enough, does it meet 

regulatory, they haven't gotten to that point. 

This really is a RCRA waste and, you know, that we 

look at it and it's very important that waste be 

managed from cradle to grave as we say, so what DOE 

is addressing here is that part of a big nationwide 

problem. There's only one commercial and operating 

mixed waste facility in the country, and tha-t,s 

Envirocare, that can take that material as it 

exists now. But DOE complex-wide, nationwide does 

generate a large volume of mixed waste. So what 

wetre seeing here is every site has their own 

burden of figuring out how can we treat this'waste 

first to make it in a more stabilized form and then 

determine the fact where is it all going to end 

up. And obviously you can't bombard Envirocafe 

with all that material. 

So I think you're looking at DOE 

looking at it complex-wide how to manage this 

problem on their own. It is a real concern. I 
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ITEM NO. 3 
c- 

2 
think the issue of the landfill siting criteria 

that you talked about before, that's something that 

I think -- this is a different scenario, would be 
to have a facility to store this waste or dispose 

of this waste is different than the other 

discussions we talked about, taking Superfund waste 

or cleanup waste and disposing of it, two different 

situations. 

MR. SATTLER: What I can tell you is 

that we hear the message. We, DOE site office, 

hear loud and clear and we're trying to relay this 

message as well. 

Following what Jim said, the f o l k s  

performing the evaluation haven't been here yet, so 

they aren't privy to all the information yet, and I 

think we can make a real strong case. 

MS. YOCUM: Well, what I was 

concerned about, too, is Ohio may be the largest 

exporter of mixed iow-level waste, but we soon will 

be the importer too if we have that low-level 

radioactive waste disposal site put in Ohio that 

will be taking it from, low-lev.el waste f r o m  seven 

other states, and that is quite a lot, and that's 

-- the site possibly might be in, what, near 

PHONE ( 5 1 3 )  381-3330 F A X  (513) 381-33 
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Scioto, Adams County, somewhere around there, which 

will be closer to Tennessee than what we are, and 

is that going to be open f o r  mixed low-level waste 

f r o m  DOE facilities? 

MR. WINSTON: No. The steams are 

separate and they are kept separate, so D O E  waste 

cannot go to a compact site. I know in the equity 

discussions, certainly our governor would certainly 

raise the issue that certainly we're doing our 

share as far as the low-level problem, being a 

low-level site with the compact. The problem is 

that would not be persuasive to Tennessee, That's 

in a different compact- They .would not be sending 

waste into the Ohio site. A s  it turns out, there's 

not an awful lot, other than the five sites in 

3hio, there's not many DOE sites within the rest of 

the compact. So I've been trying to think of the 

cinds of issues that would be persuasive with other 

states that would not be quite so persuasive with 

:he States of Washington, Tennessee, Utah, the 

,eople we' re -- 
MS. YOCUM: Like you were saying, we 

ilready have five DOE sites within Ohio and then 

rith Ohio being, our main resource is the aquifer 
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1 I because Ohio is almost, what, three-fourths 
1 aquifer, underground aquifer? 
I 

MR. WINSTON: Certainly the two 

sites that are upder this aquifer. 

MS. YOCUM: No, I ' m  talking about 

the whole State of Ohio as far as the water 

resources w e  have, the underground water resources, 

and then putting low-level radioactive disposal 

sites in the State of Ohio is, I mean that's kind 

of scary, especially when it comes to the 

9 

1 0  

1 1  

1 2  

1 3  

1 4  

1 5  

1 6  

1 7  

1 8  

1 9  

2 0  

2 1  

2 2  

2 3  

2 4  

J- 

h b  1 2 1  
I 1 

lTEpA NO. 3 

groundwater situation. I'm not one o f  these don't 

put it in my back yard, I ' m  willing to take m y  

share. I mean some other people don't believe 

that, bu.t I mean w e  can't be sticking it other 

people's back yards either. 

MR. WINSTON: Well, one of the 

issues. I have been raising from an equity 

standpoint is continuing operation. This facility 

has a mission to close, and so I think that those 

facilities are going to be part of the continuing 

complex at D O E ,  have a different responsibility 

because of their continued mission there, and 

that's something I've raised with my counterparts 

in other states. 
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. *  1. 

So t h e r e ' s  a l o t  of i s s u e s ,  a v a r i e t y  

of i s s u e s .  Compact is  a b i g  i s s u e  s i n c e  a l o t  of 

t h e  s a m e  folks a r e  i n  t h e  compac t  t h a t  a r e  d e a l i n g  

w i t h  t h e  DOE s i t e s  i n  t h e i r  s t a t e s  a s  w e l l .  B u t  i t  

c a n  a l s o  be s o l i d  waste t r e a t m e n t .  O h i o  is a n  

i m p o r t e r  of s o l i d  w a s t e .  T h a t ' s  s o m e t h i n g  t h a t  our 

g o v e r n o r  would be v e r y ,  v e r y  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  p u r s u i n g  

w i t h  o t h e r  g o v e r n o r s .  

MR. WARNER: Wetve go t  t i m e  for a 

c o u p l e  m o r e  q u i c k  o n e s .  T r e a t m e n t  t e c h n o l o g i e s ,  

was te  s tzeams . 
MR. WINST.ON.: I h a v e -  o n e  q u e s t i o n . .  

P U B L I C :  I j u s t  h a v e  o n e .  Why 

a r e n t t  t h e  numbers  o n  t h a t  d i f f e r e n t  t h a n -  t h e  

n u m b e r s  w e O v e  r e c e i v e d ?  

MR. SATTLER: T h e s e  n u m b e r s  a r e  

c u b i c  m e t e r s .  I d o n ' t  know why, b u t  w h o e v e r  made 

up  this t a b l e  p u t  i n  c u b i c  y a r d s .  

P U B L I C :  W e l l ,  t he-  es t imated  cos t  

was the s a m e ,  and t h a t ' s  w h e r e  I g o t  a l i t t l e  

confused.  I f  i t  w a s  more, why w a s  i t  c o s t i n g  t h e  

s a m e ,  Tha t  w a s  my -- 
MR. SATTLER: Y e s ,  i t ' s  t w o  

d i f f e r e n t  u n i t s  of m e a s u r e .  

S p a n g l e r  R e p o r t i n g  S e r v i c e s  
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iic 1 2 1 :  

MR. WARNER: We have to watch out 

f o r  her.. 

MR. WINSTON: I just have one quick 

question. What is the funding status 4 of anything 

you propose out of this, how would you fund that? 

MR. SATTLER: That's a good 

question. These are the costs and these are the 

schedules that were listed in the draft plan, and 

frankly, over the last month or so that was the $64 

question, is where does the funding for all of this 

as well-as the overall funding at the site stand, 

and because the real impact is going to be if we 

don't have the funding, it's going to impact the 

schedules. Where it stands right now as of today 

for  FY-95 the money that w e  needed to implement 

these plans, most of it -- I would be hard pressed 
to tell you exactly how much is there. What it 

looks like right now is that these schedules, if 

you look at the latest, what this says is that all 

this legacy mixed waste will be treated by the end 

of 7997. These schedules will be slipped back it 

looks like a little bit, but not beyond 1998. It's 

not the situation where we're looking like w e  can 

push it back many years. 
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I ,  - 
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MR. REISXNG: I think Tom raises an 

excellent question, something we have been 

grappling with site-wise as far as the budgeting is 

concerned, but what we're trying to meet before we 

get to the compliance case is the fact that'we are 

in compliance with all the requirements in the 

Amended Consent Decree and also the Consent 

Agreement. Now we have the other regulatory driver 

as far as the FFCA and the site treatment plan 

because once that is signed, properly incorporated 

into our plans, then it becomes an enforceable 

document and-has to-be addressed. 

MR. WINSTON: That's another issue 

we're going to be very interested in the comments 

of stakeholders about how long you feel this is 

appropriate given other activities at the site. 

This fits in with other things as well, and I think 

that's a discussion we're going to have to have 

next spring of how long and where does it come out 

of the budget. It's going to fit into a lot of 

other things, and those are tough issues. 

MR. RAST: A s  John pointed out, a 

lot of these are plans that we had initiated 

earlier, we're planning to do. I think this year 

4 Spangler Reporting Services 
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we're about at 90 or 95 percent of our anticipated 

funding level just because we are a compliance 

program driven by RCRA and some of i t s  laws and 

that we have an opportunity here to stay in 

compliance. We've got a lot of our funding this 

year. 

MS. CRAWFORD: I would really 

encourage you to, I know a l o t  of us have site 

treatment plan documents, they're hard to read, 

they're kind of confusing to some of us. I have 

not read mine, to be honest with you, you know, in 

between 5,000,000 other things we're doing these 

days, but I think a lot of people probably have 

forgotten that these are due at the end of October, 

and we may need to make a real concerted effort to 

deal with that. 

MR. S A T T L E R :  What we want to do is 

check the comments by the end of October so that w e  

can incorporate those comments into the final plan 

in February. So there's going to be another 

opportunity to -- 
MS. CRAWFORD: I f  you don't make the 

October deadline, you can come back in February and 

make like your final comments then? 
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I -  

MR. SATTLER: 

more opportunity. 

MR. WINSTON: 

approved, when it says fina 

Yeah. We w i l l  have 

This doesn't mean it's 

plan i t ' s  n o t  finally 

approved. It's the final submittal, and we will 

hold a public hearing and solicit comments. 

MS. CRAWFORD: So technically we 

could miss the end of October deadline and shoot 

for the February? 

MR. WINSTON: Right, and I would 

also say as you get comments in over, even prior to 

February, it's going- to- b.e. a. dynamic process, and I 

want to see, I have asked in the earlier session to 

see all the-public comments as well because we're 

sending them our comments, but we're, you know, 

there will be additional information coming in 

based on the evaluation cornplexAwide so, you know, 

there will be several additional points to comment 

between now and the end of this process. 

PUBLIC: The final plan, is that the  

same as the -- you've got conceptual, you've got 

the draft which you're talking about now, did I not 

hear you say proposed? 

MR. SATTLER: Some people are going 
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ITEM NO. 3 t Y 2 1 2  
t o  f i n d  t h e  t h i n g  t h a t ' s  d u e  n e x t  F e b r u a r y ,  some 

f o l k s  a r e  c a l l i n g  i t  t h e  F i n a l  S i t e  T r e a t m e n t  

P l a n .  Some people a r e  g o i n g  t o  d e f i n e  i t  t h e  
- 

P r o p o s e d  S i t e  T r e a t m e n t  P l a n .  The reason for t h e  

d i f f e r e n c e  -- 
MR. WINSTON: P r o p o s e d  is p r o b a b l y  

more a c c u r a t e  i n  t h e  s e n s e  t h a t  we s t i l l  h a v e  t o  -- 
MS. CRAWFORD: F i n a l  l e a d s  u s  t o  

b e l i e v e  i t ' s  f i n a l ,  i t ' s  b i n d i n g ,  and  t h a t ' s  i t .  

MR. SATTLER:  And i t ' s  n o t .  

MR. WINSTON: W e  o u g h t . t o  s t a r t  

c a l l i n g  i t  p r o p o s e d .  

MR. R A S T :  One more comment h e r e ,  w e  

w i l l  t r y  t o  p u t  t o g e t h e r  a b e t t e r  s u m m a r y  document  

t h a t  d e s c r i b e s  y o u r  comments t h a n  t h i s  documen t .  

MR. CRAWFORD: You may wan t  t o  t h i n k  

a b o u t  a workshop o r  s o m e t h i n g .  N o t  now. 

MR. R A S T :  Maybe i n  F e b r u a r y .  

MS. CRAWFORD: Yeah. 

( B r i e f  r ecess .  1 

MR. STEGNER: Let's go a h e a d  and get 

s t a r t e d  aga in .  We're way  b e h i n d  s c h e d u l e  t o n i g h t ,  

so l e t ' s  e v e r y o n e  t a k e  t h e i r  s ea t s .  The  l a s t  p a r t  

h e r e  is r e s e r v e d  f o r  comments  by t h e  r e g u l a t o r y  
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agencies and Citizens Task Force and FRESH, and we 

have an open mike also. We're going to ask Jim 

Saric to lead o f f ,  US EPA. You can use one of the 

microphones out there or come up,here, Jim. 

MR. SARIC: I'll try to make this 

quick as I always do when I come up here. The 

break-out sessions were kind of interesting because 

they really represented two distinctly different , 

issues. I think it is really exciting to see what 

the Task Force is coming forth with, and for those 

of you who know other people who typically come to 

these meeting-s and didn't have an opportunity to 

come tonight, I really encourage you to talk to 

them about some of the things and- some of the 

issues that were proposed by the Task Force because 

I th-ink they're- really going to key in and. 

formulate some key decisions and help bring forth 

some of the things that will happen in the- future, 

so I really want if you can to kind of spread the 

word over what some of the recommendations of t h e  

Task Force are to help inform others on that. 

The other issue is the Site Treatment 

Plan is just the beginning. You know, there's a 

lot of constantly generated efforts and beginning 
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&b 1 2 2  

of this whole mixed waste storage disposal problem, 

and what we're going to do with that. It doesn't 

just affect DOE, but it really does indicate what 

other facilities, other entities throughout the 

country will do. 

I guess on another note, something 

that's real interesting that Johnny touched o n f  if 

you looked when he went through a bunch of the 

successes earlier, he. talked about a lot of the 

Records of Decisions corning forward and being made 

and the facility changing.from a RI/FS type 

facility to one of RDRA and doing action. That's 

really true, and I know for years, you look at 

these schedules, and I can look back in ' 9 1  and 

when we renegotiated these schedules and said we're 

going to have all these Records of Decision coming 

out and they're going to come one after another. 

Well, they're here, and I fully anticipate in our 

next fiscal year, which would be by October 1 s t  of 

next year, that four of the five decisions as 'far 

as whatfs going to be done at the site to clean up 

the place will probably be officially and legally 

binding and made by then if things go according to 

schedule. And the fifth one being with the 
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buildings in Operable Unit 3, we already have an 
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Interim Record of Decision f o r  that. So in m y  kind 

of view, really by October of next year at the 

latest, I really imagine a lot of the decisions 
4 

1 0  

! will be made, and it's a question of going out and I 
implementing those things. And that's a lot of 
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So I guess now is the ti'me to really 

stay active and keep on top of what's going on, and 

if you really have concerns, to voice them. I know 

there's a lot of meetings that come on the schedule 

for everybody to be a lot of different ones that 

seem to be thrown at you left and right, but the 

next few months is really the time to stay 

involved. 

If you have any questions, as always 

1 8  

decisions so quickly and hopefully we can continue 

in the future as far as actually continuing on with 

1 9. 

2 0  

2 1  

2 2  

23 

2 4  

I work, and there will be budgetary issues and other 

issues. 

I ' m -  available after the meeting or you can always 

get in touch with me and I can discuss these things 

with you. It's really been an interesting process 

in seeing how the public involvement and all us 

working together to really come forward with 

1 
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the remediation. Thanks. 

MR. STEGNER: Thank you, Jim. Laura 

Hegge will speak tonight on behalf of Ohio EPA. 

4 MS. HEGGE: Hi. I'm not going to 

talk too long, I know everyone wants to get out of 

here. Tom Schneider, the Fernald group leader, 

sends his regards. He's in Phoenix. I would just 

like to introduce a couple of people we have here 

tonight with the Ohio € P A .  We have three gentlemen 

with our Commission on Hazardous Waste Management, 

Paul Hardy, Phil Harris, and Mark R.etkamp are all 

sitting back there. You guys want to raise your 

hand. Tom Winston, our District Chief in charge of 

the Southwest District up in Dayton'is here, and a 

few more members from the newly formed office of 

Federal Facilities Oversight, Graham Mitchell, the 

chief also, John Alcoach, Tim Hall, and J i m  Coon. 

They may be a couple of new faces with the office 

of Federal Facilities Oversight. 
$ 

A s  we have seen tonight, there's'lots 

of issues going on here, there's Citizens Task 

Force issues we talked about, FFCA issues, there's 

newly formed issues that are coming up every day, 

and we just really, the regulators here, we 
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encourage everybody to keep abreast of these 

issues. There's lots of opportunities for public 

participation, and we fully encourage everybody to 

come out to all these opportunities. 

Coming up w e  have OU-2 opportunities, 

that will take up I know the next several weeks for 

public participation. 

I'd like to take this time tonight to 

announce an Ohio EPA Operable Unit 2 availability 

session. We have tentatively scheduled this for 

November 3rd, that's a Thursday night at 7 p.m. 

This is just an oppor-tuni-ty for the regulators to 

talk one on one with members of FRESH, members of 

the Task Force, and other members of the community 

about the decisions that are being proposed in the 

Operable Unit 2 Proposed Plan. This is going to be 

held tentatively, as I said, at the Venice 

Presbyterian Church in Ross. I'm going to be 

sending out some invitations to members of the 

community about this, and we encourage you all to 

come. And I know this is an issue that's near and 

dear to the hearts of a lot of people. It's where 

the first disposal cell is going to be first 

proposed, so we would like to r e a l l y  hear your 
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ITEM NO. 3 c 

input on this issue. 

We are moving forward, as Jim 

reinforced the idea, we've seen process. We have 

the Plant 1 ore silos coming down, w e  had the Plant 

7, that was a success after a couple of tries, it 

wound up being a success, but there are still 

issues that we're confronting. The UNH issue, I 

know Gary Stegner announced that and he announced 

that there will be a workshop to adaress this. The 

State of Ohio has issued a notice of enforcement 

referral. We just really want to enhance our 

enforcement process. We referred this issue to our 

Attorney General's Office, and the measures beyond . 

this, they're still up in the air. There are 

negotiations going on. We have a couple of members 

Dack here from Hazardous Waste that if you'd like 

to talk to them after the meeting, they would be 

iappy to answer any of your questions. 

And I guess thatOs about all. One 

:hing I did want to let you guys know, in lieu of 

raving another meeting, we talked about having yet 

mother meeting to introduce the Office of Federal 

'acilities staff, we've prepared a booklet, and we 

Lave copies of it back here on the information 
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table. In it we have all the members of the 

Fernald team listed. There's our phone numbers, 

our j o b  descriptions, what you as the public, you 

as the D O E  community might want to contact us at 

the State of Ohio about. So please pick up a copy 

of that, and like I said, please stay involved and 

come to some more of the public participation 

opportunities. Thank you. 

MR. STEGNER: Thank you, Laura. 

John Appl,egate, Fernald Citizens Task Force. 

MR. APPLEGATE: After, those 

break-out sessions-, I can't imagine anyone wants to 

hear another word from me, so I will just once 

again invite any public comment on our 

recommendations, and if you didn't get one of those 

green handouts about our interim report, please do 

pick one up before you leave. It gives our phone 

number. and address, and once again we really would 

like as much comment on that as possible. Thank 

you. 

MR. STEGNER: Thank you, John. 

Lisa, Lisa Crawford, FRESH. 

MS. CRAWFORD: Vicky and I are going 

to do this together. We're going to share 
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ITEM NO. 3 7 2 1  
tonight. The first thing we wanted to bring up 

again was just to remind and encourage DOE that we 

want the public participation to proceed beyond the 

RODS into the RDRA stuff, since I don't remember 

all those technoweeny term you guys use. We want 

that officially on the record because we're going 

to k e e p  reminding you of that until we see it in 

writing somewhere. 

The second thing I want to talk a 

tiny bit about is the U N H ,  and I want to encourage 

the Department of Energy to move forward, you all 

have been dragging your feet f o r  two years. 

Somebody needs to go to Headquarters, and if it has 

to be ust it won't be a pretty scene, and cut the 

bureaucracy and let's move on. We back the Ohio 

EPAts decision in their letter fully because this 

is not good. And we want you to do it, but we want 

you to do it now. 

The third thing -- well, Vicky, you 
do this one now. 

MS. DASTILLUNG: The other thing we 

want to emphasize is with OU-2 there is a , 

discussion of a disposal cell on-site, and it is 

really going to be the critical point with the 
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community as to whether the community as a whole 

wants to accept the idea of the site becoming a 

permanent waste disposal site. You may feel that 

you like that idea or you don't like that idea, and 

now is the time to say your piece and to make 

comments and come to the workshops because now is 

when you can have impact on that decision. Also if 

you are f o r  having it, the criteria that will be 

set up f o r  such a disposal cell would also be very 

important, how nasty a stuff can you live with 

being on that site. These two issues are very 

critical. While t h e  Task Force is important and 

FRESH has worked on these issues, finding consensus 

within the community is probably going to be a 

difficult one on that particular issue, and we 

don't want to- presume that we ar.e voicing- the 

opinion of the entire community. So it's up to 

everybody to get involved on that. 

MS. CRAWFORD: And the last and the 

most important thing is we want to remind everybody 

that on November 1 7 t h  will be our next F R E S H  

meeting. It's a week early because of 

Thanksgiving, and we will be celebrating our 

ten-year anniversary, and we will be having a very 

I 

I 
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brief FRESH meeting, and a guy by the name of Joe 

Shoemaker is going to come in and do a presentation 

for us on the Native American burial grounds that 

some of the water lines are going to be going 

through, and he is going to talk about the 

artifacts that are being found and how they are 

going to deal with that. We have asked the members 

of the Native American Council of Ohio to come to' 

this meeting, which we have not got an acceptance 

but it looks real good, and to be a part of this 

presentation, and Joe has said that if you have 

Native American artifacts that you would like to 

bring with you, he would be more than willing to 

try to give you a little bit of history on them. 

When that's all said and done, we're 

going to have cake and punch. Wefve already talked 

about spiking the punch but we wonft be able to do 

that because it's a church. We would like to take 

the opportunity to invite everybody here. All 

FRESH meetings are open to the public, and come in 

and celebrate with us. Ten years is a long time to 

work on something, and we're all a little grayer 

and a little tireder, but we're hanging in there 

though. In the Task Force room we talked a little 
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bit about being workshop junkies. So, you know, 

please feel free to join us that evening. I think 

it will be a real exciting evening for all of us to 

hear some good talk and learn a few things and 

celebrate and to have some of Edwa's mother's 

homemade came and some unspiced punch and a little 

fun. Thanks. 

MR. STEGNER: Thank you, Lisa. And 

congratulations on ten years in advance. A lot of 

hard work and a lot of hours you ladies have given 

and gentlemen to this cause. I think we all owe 

you a lot of thanks for keeping us in the public- 

eye. 

. You mentioned public involvement 

through the remedial design, we can guarantee that 

is going to happen. At the next community meeting 

we should have copies of the new community 

relations plan available for everyone. It's in the- 

review process right now. We ran it by both the US 

and Ohio EPA's and some of the stakeholder groups, 

and we think we have a good document and you will 

be able to see it at the next community meeting. 

Does anyone else have anything you 

want to say before we adjourn for the night? I 
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irc 1 2  

apologize f o r  keeping you so late, longer than we 

anticipated. We have an open mike. 

Going once. Twice. 

MS. CRAWFORD: We're out of here. 

MR. STEGNER: We're o u t  of  here. 

Thank you all f o r  coming. 

- - -  
COMMUNITY MEETING CONCLUDED 

- - -  
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C E R T I F I C A T E  

I, L O I S  A .  ROELL,  R P R ,  the undersigned, a 

notary public-court reporter, do hereby certify 

that at the time and place stated herein, I d 

recorded in stenotypy and thereafter had 

transcribed with computer-aided transcription the 

within ( 1 0 5 )  one hundred five pages, and that the 

foregoing transcript of proceedings is a complete, 

and accurate report of m y  said stenotypy notes. 

MY C O M M I S S I O N  E X P I R E S :  L O I S  A .  R O E L L ,  R P R  
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ITEM NO. 3 

QUESTIONS FROM THE PUBLIC ON THE D R A F r  SITE TREATMENT PLAN 

DOE COMMUNITY MEETING 
TAKEN FROM THE TRANSCRIPT OF THE OCTOBER 18. 1994 

1. ?aqe 45: Line 3 - Has the State o f  Ohio already bought in to  a l l  the 
Draft Site Treatment Plans developed by the five Ohio DOE sites? 

Response: The State of Ohio has reviewed each Ohio DOE site's Draft 
Site Treatment P l a n  and has provided comments. Ohio sites will resolve 
Ohio's comments i n  the Proposed Site Treatment Plans. 

Other Ohio DOE sites DSTP status i s  a matter of discussion with each 
site. Ohio has reviewed the Draft Site Treatment Plan for the FEMP. 
Ohio has returned comments which have been reviewed and answered or 
incorporated as  appropriate. 

2 .  Paqe 46: Line 7 - Is there a l i s t  of the criteria t o  decide which s i tes  
become disposal sites for the mixed waste? 

Response: Criteria used t o  evaluate sites for the disposal of waste are 
discussed i n  Section 8.2 of the Background Volume. These criteria are 
used t o  set priorities which  will eliminate some sites from 
consideration and identify sites w i t h  low potential as disposal sites. 
General criteria, including steps t o  complete the disposal si te 
evaluation process, are described i n  Section 8.3 o f  the Background 
Vol ume . 

3. Page 46: Line 22 - Does the Fernald s i te  meet the criteria t h a t  i s  
described i n  Section 8 o f  the DSTP for becoming a disposal si te? 

Response: In i t i a l  screening does not eliminate the Fernald site from 
consideration for f i n a l  disposal. The evaluation process is continuing 
and may. a t  some poin t ,  eliminate Fernald from further consideration. 

4. Page 47: Line 24 - Does DOE expect t o  have an agreement signed w i t h  EPA 
by next October (1995)? 

Response: 
Orders i n  place by October 1995. 

DOE'S goal is  t o  have all PSTPs and implementing FFCAct 

D-112 PSTP - Appendix D 
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5. 

6 .  

7. 

8.  

9 .  

Q ITEM NO. 3 

Paqe 47: Line 24 - Does DOE have a schedule ( f o r  the completion and 
treatment o f  mixed waste)? 

Response: A primary purpose of the Proposed Site Treatment Plan i s  t o  
develop enforceable schedules for a1 1 1 egacy and newly generated wastes 
i n  the DOE system. Waste treatment and disposal schedules are impacted 
by many factors i ncl udi ng techno1 ogi cal devel opments and funding . 
Paqe 55: Line 14 - What i s  DOE/FERMCO doing t o  not create any more mixed 
waste a t  the s i t e ?  

Response: The FEMP provides for waste minimization efforts during 
planning stages of remediation projects. These efforts include 
engineering and administrative controls. The controls will minimize, 
but  not completely eliminate, the generation of mixed waste. 

Paqe 72: Line 24 - How w i l l  DOE keep the publ ic informed on the- 
decisions being made by DOE and the States concerning the select ion o f  
permanent disposal s i t es?  

Response : Regul a t i  ons def i ne- what- i nformat i on must - be re1 eased -to the 
public. Release of additional information i s  a t  the discretion o f  the 
Department. 
sel ecti on process proceeds. 

Pase 73: Ljne 16 - W i l l  the working group w i th in  DOE tha t  i s  looking a t  
the remai n i  ng s i t es  t o  i denti f y  the  best candidates f o r  permanent 
disposal, t a l k  t o  anybody else except DOE and the contractor? 

Response: 
other regul ators t o  identi fy  preferred disposal sites . 

DOE-FN has  committed t o  keeping the public informed as the 

Yes, DOE is also working w i t h  the states, the public and 

Paae 75: Line 8 - How can the publ ic give comments (on the DSTPI i f  we 
don’ t  understand i t  o r  have enough information? 

Response: 
Environmental Information Center 1 ocated i n  the JAMTEK Bui 1 ding on State 
Route 128. near the FEMP. Requests for additional information and 
presentations may be made t o  the DOE Public Information Office by 
calling 648-3153. DOE gave a presentation on the FFCAct/DSTP t o  the 
Fernal d Citizens Task Force a t  their request. 

Information is available t o  the public a t  the Public 

D-113 PSTP - Appendix D 
# STP-001 Rev 1 



ITEM NO. 3 

D 10.  Pase 89: Line 4 - What i s  the funding status for the completion o f  the 
treatment of Fernald’s mixed waste? 

Response: Funding l e v e l s  f o r  a l l  DOE sites, including the FEMP. a r e  
determined by DOE-HQ and Congress on an annual bas i s  a t  the beginning of  
each f i s c a l  year .  While the FEMP can p ro jec t  future funding 
requirements and DOE-HQ can p ro jec t  future funding l e v e l s ,  funding 
l e v e l s  f o r  FY-96 and beyond have not been determined. DOE will t a k e  a l l  
reasonable and appropr ia te  ac t ions  within the DOE funding and budgeting 
process t o  request  funding for mixed waste t reatment  and disposal  
p r o j e c t s  . 
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ZA, THE HARRISON PRESS, SEPTEMBER 7,1994 

THE UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

MENT PROJECT, FERNALD, OH10 ANNOUNCES 
THE AVAILABILITY FOR PUBLIC COMMEriT ON 

THE DRAFT SITE TREATMENT PLAN 
The U.S. Oeparlmenl of Energy (DOE) at the F ernaM Environmental 
Management Projecr (FEMP) a~~noufces the avai!abiliry for public 
comment of the Draft Sile Treatment Plan. The Commenl period will 
begin wilh the publica!m of this notice and end on October 31,1994. 
The Siie Treafment P!an will i&n!i3. how. when, and where suitable 
treatment capacity for the mixed wastes at DOE facilities will be 
developed. conslruc!ed.and o9erated. The main goals of the FEMP 
Draft Site Treatment Plan are: 

To describe me preferred options for trealing !he mixed 
waste at Fernald; 

To describe other options lor management of the mixed 
;vaste and how they were evaluated; and, 

To promote discussion and Slicii commepls from stakehold- 
ers on the preferred options and related issues. 
The Oraff Site Trearmen P!an contains the preferred cptons for 
treating-the FEMP. mixed waste Wrrenlly in inventory and defines a 
managemecprocess lor future generated mixed wastes. In addillon 
to Ihe preferred trealment op:ion for each mixed waste.,schedules for 
completion of waste characterization aaivities and a discussion of 
disposal, issueszare-found-in the plan. 
The Draft Site Treairnent Plan and a fact sheet on lhe plan are 
available for review at the following location and times: 

Publlc Environmental :nlormatlon- Center- 
JAMTEK EulldlnS 

10845 Hamilton-Cleves Highway 
Harrlson, OhIo'45030 

Telephone: (513) 738-0164 
Hours: 

Monday and Thursday 
9 a.m. - 8 p.m. 

Tuesday, Wednesday and Friday 
9 a.m. - 4:30 p.m. 

Saturday 
9 a.m. 1 pm. 

Gary Stegner, Director Publtc informatton 

U.S. Department of Energy 

Telephone:'(513) 64&3153 

AT THE FERNALD ENVlRONMENTAb MANAG€- 

0 .  

Please send all comments on the Draft Site Treatment Plan lo: 
. 

. .  Fernald Area Office 

' P.O. Box 45253-8705 

. .  
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Ohio EPA 's  General Comments 
& FEMP ResDOnSes on DSTP 

COMMENT #1: As stated i n  the DSTP's they do not reflect evaluation by DOE of 
impacts on other DOE facil i t ies or t o  the DOE program overall. 
The Options Analysis Team (OAT) effort should address this.  How 
will  the results o f  t h a t  evaluation be incorporated in to  
ind iv idua l  s i t e  STP 's?  

RESPONSE: The f inal  OAT recommendations have been reviewed and have no 
impact on the Preferred Options for FEMP mixed waste streams. 

COMMENT #2: Ohio  recognizes DOE's current policy i n  handl ing  TRU (transuranic) 
waste i s  through the WIPP project and as such DOE identifies t h a t  
as i t s  preferred (and only) opt ion.  DOE must address alternatives 
t o  WIPP i n  the S T P W  as a " p l a n  B" i f  WIPP doesn't work o u t .  

The FEMP does not store or generate transuranic waste and 
therefore i s  not affected by this comment. 

RESPONSE: 

COMMENT #3: The DSTP's i n  general. do not  account for the management of 
treatment residuals and secondary waste streams. Quan t i ty  
estimates do not appear t o  be accounted for i n  projected estimates 
of waste t o  be managed. The STP's must address the issue of 
residual and secondary waste stream handl ing  e .g . ,  storage, 
disposal , further treatment and quantity estimates generated from 
ind iv idua l  waste treatment scheme2 . 

RESPONSE: Secondary wastestream types and volumes are expected t o  be 
generated from the Chemical Treatment Project and are discussed i n  
Section 3.1.6 of the Background Volume. On-site storage of 
treatment residuals is addressed i n  Section 6.0 of the-Background 
Volume. Disposal of residues is discussed i n  Section 8.0 of the 
Background Volume and the type of disposal required (mixed or low 
level) for residues generated from the treatment of each waste 
stream is identified i n  the Appendix C tables. 

COMMENT #4: The DSTP's do not provide sufficient narrative discussion as t o  
how each of the treatment options received the scores i t  d id  for 
each o f  the rating criteria. The S T P ' s  must address i n  more 
detai 1 the rationale behind the elimination o f  treatment options 
and the selection o f  the preferred option. 

An enhanced, detailed discussion of the rationale for evaluating 
and selecting each of DOE's Preferred Options is presented i n  
Appendix A. 

RESPONSE: 
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COMMENT #5: The DSTP’s do not provide detailed technical information including 
process description and engineering drawings regarding- proposed 
treatment processes. While Ohio  understands i t  may be too soon 
for DOE t o  provide this information DOE must understand t h a t  
detai 1 ed i nformati on on proposed treatment technol ogi es wi  11 be 
required of DOE prior t o  the issuance of authorization t o  
construct/operate. This information. i f  available. should be 
submitted a t  the time of the PSTP submi t ta l .  
position t h a t  i f  this level of information i s  not contained i n  the 
STP’s i t  will be necessary t o  include a compliance schedule i n  
each order requi ring i t s  submittal  . 

. 

I t  is  Ohiok 

RESPONSE : Treatment technol ogy and process information for each of DOE’S 
Preferred Options is  described in Section 3.0 o f  the Background 
and Plan Volumes as well as  Appendix A. Schedules for providing 
detai 1 ed pl ans, speci f i  cati  ons and process descriptions for each 
o f  the Preferred Options are presented i n  Section 3.0 of the 
Background Vol ume. 

COMMENT #6: As indicated t o  DOE i n  previous communications Ohio does not 
ratify DOE’s approach t o  establishing milestones. 
milestones which do not support funding the projects and moving 
the projects forward are not acceptable t o  Ohio .  We will  be 
discussing this issue w i t h  each of our s i tes  i n  upcoming meetings. 

RESPONSE: A1 1 references t o  establishing milestones have been removed from 
the Proposed Site Treatment P lan .  

COMMENT #7: The disposal issue i s  not  appropriately addressed i n  the DSTP’s. 
The STP’s must begin t o  project the narrowing of disposal options 
for residuals i n  order for states t o  carry-out equity d i  scussi ons 
and- for states t o  be i n  a posit ion t o  approve the STP”s. 

The FEMP has identified the disposal option (mixed or low level) 
for each waste stream i n  the tables i n  Appendix C. Also refer t o  
DOE s i te  specific responses t o  comments #11 and #17. 

Enforceable 

RESPONSE: 

COMMENT #8: DOE must provide a schedule for waste characterization i n  the 
STP’s where there is  a lack of sufficient waste characterization 
t o  determi ne the appropriate treatabi 1 i t y  grouping and where there 
i s i nsuffi ci ent characteri zati on t o  determi ne speci f i  c treatment 
1 eve1 s for technol ogi es chosen. 

RESPONSE : DOE has provided schedules for addressing further characterization 
of specific waste stream populations i n  Section 3.3  o f  the 
Background Volume. 
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COMMENT #9: Section 6.  Future Generation of Mixed Waste Streams 

This section represents t h a t  "the s i t e  treatment p l a n ,  or 
modification thereto, wi l l  not include any environmental 
restoration wastes for whi ch treatment is  addressed pursuant t o  
any agreement, order or p l a n  issued by Ohio or t o  which Ohio is a 
party " DOE must include a discussion i n  the STP's which 
identifies these waste streams, q u a n t i t y ,  the .order (authority) 
under which they ' re being addressed. schedules and treatment 
technology being utilized. Consideration must be given t o  this by 
DOE i n  their development of a facility-wide waste treatment 
scheme. I t  i s  a lso important t h a t  stakeholders be f u l l y  advised 
o f  a l l  relevant issues. 

RESPONSE : 

COMMENT # l o :  

RESPONSE : 

COMMENT #11: 

RESPONSE : 

A discussion of quantities. types, and strategies for treating 
future-generated mixed waste is presented in Section 6.0 of the 
Background Volume. 

Complete l i f e  cycle costs need t o  be reflected i n  each DSTP for 
treatment technologies chosen. 
t h a t  this has been done. 

I t  is n o t  apparent i n  each DSTP 

The FEMP has updated the cost information in Appendix A for 'the 
PSTP. The cost information is provided by total project cost. 

There was ' l i t t l e  evaluation or summary o f  "The Ohio Option" i n  the 
DSTP's and no apparent decision po in t s  as t o  why the "Ohio Option" 
was not chosen as a preferred option. 

The Ohio Options have been clearly identified in Appendix B of the 
FEMP PSTP. This Appendix evaluates treatment options from a 
regional perspective for treating mixed waste streams from DOE 
sites in Ohio and Kentucky. The Ohio Option is evaluated against 
other alternatives for treatment of FEMP waste streams in Appendix 
A and is selected as the DOE Preferred Option for many FEMP waste 
streams. 
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OHIO EPA's FEMP SITE SPECIFIC COMMENTS 
AND FEMP RESPONSES ON DSTP 

COMMENT #1: Background Volume. Section 2.4.1.  page 19 - The DSTP does not  
provide detailed technical information regarding the treatment 
processes. This section references project "work plans"  t o  be 
developed which will address technical aspects of MW (mixed waste) 
treatment. What i s  the schedule for development o f  these plans? 
Are they t o  be a part of the F i n a l  STP? See Ohio EPA General 
Comment #5. 

Treatment technology and process information to be uti1 ized for 
each of DOE'S Preferred Options is described in Section 3.0 of the 
Background and PI an Vol umes . Schedules for submitting work pl ans 
for these Options are presented in Section 3.0 of the Background 
Vol ume . 

RESPONSE: 

COMMENT #2: Background Volume, Section 2 . 4  - This section avoids discussion of 
sampling and analysis as a n  integral part of the characterization 
process. The di  scussi on centers around process know1 edge as being 
sufficient for i n i t i a l  characterization. Mixed waste must be 
fu l ly  characterized before treatment can be undertaken. See Ohio 
EPA General Comment #8. 

RESPONSE: Section 2.4 o f  the Background Volume discusses the use o f  sampling 
and analysis in the waste characterization process. 

COMMENT #3: Background Volume. Section 2.4.1. page 18 - This  page references 
Figure 1 on page 19. However, Figure 1 i s  on page 21. This type 
o f  mi snumberi ng occurs throughout the Background Volume. 

B 

RESPONSE: References to figures and tables have been corrected as necessary 
throughout the PSTP. 

COMMENT #4: Background Volume. Section 3.1.3, page 30 - DOE must provide 
add i t iona l  i nformati on cl ari fyi ng the re1 a t i  onshi p of the 
incineration project w i t h  the wastewater treatment project. 
Currently 1 anguage 1 ends t o  confusion as t o  how certai n waste 
streams will ac tua l ly  be treated. 

RESPONSE: For clarification, the TSCA Incinerator and Wastewater Treatment 
are now designated as two separate preferred options that comprise 
the Liquid Mixed Waste Project. An explanation of this 
relationship i s  provided in Sections 3.1.4 and 3.1.7 of the 
Background Vol ume. 
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COMMENT #5: Background Volume. Section 3.1.5. page 40 - This section describes 
the Mobi 1 e Chemical Treatment Preferred Option. Under t h i  s mobi 1 e 
chemical treatment "umbrel l a " ,  11 separate treatment processes are 
described. 
processes under one option and describe how DOE has ensured that 
a l l  treatment options w i  11 be properly evaluated (considering on- 
s i t e .  and/or commercial capab i l i t ies  f o r  each o f  the 11 
processes). See comment 14 below. 

A discussion of the approach used i n  developing and evaluat ing 
options for the Chemical Treatment Project is provided i n  Appendix 
A.  

Describe the rat ionale f o r  including 11 d i f f e ren t  

RESPONSE: 

COMMENT #6: Background Volume, Section 3.1.6. Table 6 - Under the  EPA codes 
f o r  some o f  the waste streams, there i s  a notat ion ( W W )  o r  (NWW) 
However, t h i s  i s  not the case for a l l  waste streams. Provide an 
explanation for t h i s .  Also describe what c r i t e r i a  you used t o  
designate a ( W W )  versus a (NWW). 

T h i s  notat ion has been removed from-these tables. RESPONSE: 

COMMENT #7: Background Volume. Section 3.3. pages 71-78 - Provide 
j u s t i f i c a t i o n  for the schedule provided t o  characterize these 
wastes. How are these wastes affected (or  unaffected) by the 
schedules provided i n  the S t i  pul ated Amended Consent Decree 
(SACD)? See Ohio EPA General Comment 8 .  

RESPONSE: Justification for these schedules is provided i n  Section 3.3  of 
the Background Volume. These waste populations are general l y  
unaffected by the schedules provided i n  the S t ipu la t ed  Amendment 
t o  the Consent Decree (SACD). 

fu ture generation of mixed waste streams. DOE proposes t o  submit 
i nformati on/schedul es for treatment as driven by the CERCLA 
process. DOE must include a discussion i n  the STP's which 
i denti f i  es these waste streams. quanti ty , the order (author i ty )  
under whi ch they ' r e  bei ng addressed, schedules and treatment 
technology being u t i l i z e d .  See Ohio EPA General Comment 9. 

Mixed wastes projected to  be generated from remediation activities 
are discussed i n  Section 6.0 of the Background Volume. 

COMMENT-#8: Background Volume. Section 6.0-6.2.  pages 79-83 - I n  addressing 

RESPONSE: 

COMMENT #9: Background Volume. Section 6 .0 ,  page 81 - The information 
presented does not account for  a l l  HWMU's (and associated 
projected mixed waste  quant i t ies . )  i n  OU 3. 

Mixed wastes projected t o  be generated from the remediation of 
FEMP Hazardous Waste Management Units over the next five years is 
discussed i n  Section 6.0 of the Background Volume. 

Explain. 

RESPONSE: 
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D COMMENT # l o :  Background Volume. Section 6 .0-6 .2 .  pages 79-83 - I n  addressing 
future generation of mixed waste streams, DOE only discusses the 

. generation of remediation wastes. This section should also 
discuss ongoi ng generati on o f  wastes other than remedi a t i  on 
wastes. and should discuss the plan and schedule for the treatment 
o f  t h i s  waste. 

RESPONSE: A discussion of a l l  mixed wastes pro jec ted  t o  be generated over 
the next f i v e  years  a t  the FEMP i s  presented i n  Sec t ion  6.0 of the 
Background Vol ume. 

COMMENT #11: Background Volume. Section 8.4. pages 92-93 - This section b r i e f l y  
discusses disposal factors. and refers t o  Appendix C f o r  disposal 
i nformati on. However, Appendix C does not i ncl ude speci f i  c 
disposal information for.treatrnent residuals.. Section 8.4 and 
Appendix C should provide spec i f i c  disposal plans f o r  the 
residuals. See Ohio EPA General Comment 7 .  

RESPONSE: The pro jec ted  disposal  opt ion fo r  each waste stream (mixed o r  low 
l e v e l )  is i d e n t i f i e d  i n  the t a b l e s  i n  Appendix C .  

COMMENT #12: Appendix A.  page A-8 - This section states tha t  FEMP d id  not 
always evaluate the Ohio option or the o f f - s i t e  option i f  a v iab le 
on-si t e  option exi sted. consistent wi th  the DOE-HQ framework. The 
Ohio option should be evaluated i n  a l l  cases, and rat ionale f o r  
not select ing the Ohio option must be provided. See Ohio EPA B General Comment 11. 

RESPONSE: The Ohio Options a r e  evaluated a s  a l t e r n a t i v e s  for a l l  op t ions  
addressed i n  Appendix A. Th i s  a l s o  includes a d iscuss ion  of  the 
r a t i o n a l e  used i n  eva lua t ing  and s e l e c t i n g  each o f  DOE’s prefer red  
opt ions  . 

COMMENT #13: Appendix A. Figures - These Figures chart the comparison o f  
* options f o r  each o f  the preferred options. 

corresponding narrat ive t o  describe the ra t i ng  o f  each option 
discussion provided as t o  why the Mound Glass Melter received a 3 
ra t i ng  f o r  Environmental /Pub1 i c  Health whi l e  On-Si t e  Mobi l e  
S tab i l i za t ion  received a 5 i n  t h i s  category. The plan must 
include addit ional de ta i l  describing the rat ionale f o r  each ra t i ng  
so tha t  the s tate can evaluate the adequacy o f  DOE’s select ion 
process. See Ohio EPA General Comment 4. 

Appendix A has been restructured t o  provide addi t iona l  de t a i  1 on 
the opt ions  eva lua t ion  and selection process f o r  each Preferred 
Option. 

However, there i s  no 

RESPONSE : 
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RESPONSE : 

COMMENT 515: 

RESPONSE : 

COMMENT #16: 

RESPONSE : 

COMMENT #17: 

RESPONSE : 

ITEM NO. 7 

Appendix A ,  Section 2.4.  page A-33 - As previously stated (comment 
5 ) .  Mobile Chemical Treatment i s  actually a number of different 
processes. While Section 3.1.5 breaks i t  out i n t o  11 different 
processes, this section describes 7 different treatment trains 
associated w i t h  the Mobile Chemical Treatment preferred option. 
From the description of the treatment trains. i t  appears t h a t  i t  
might be appropriate t o  spli t  this one preferred option i n t o  a t  
least 4 - Deactivation, Neutralization, Fuel substi tution, and 
Amalgamation. As stated i n  comment 4 .  provide add i t iona l  
discussion justifying DOE'S approach t o  the Mobile Chemical 
Treatment preferred option. Again. this may be significant i n  
ensuring t h a t  a l l  available options have been evaluated properly 
and adequately for each waste stream. 

A discussion o f  the approach used i n  developing and evaluating 
options for the Chemical Treatment Project i s  provided i n  Appendix 
A. 

Appendix A .  Section 2.5.  page A-43 - In the background-volume. On- 
s i t e  Wastewater Treatment i s  i denti f i  ed as a Preferred Option. 
However, i n  Appendix A .  the Wastewater Treatment option i s  not 
evaluated separately, but  appears t o  be lumped i n  w i t h  the 
eval u a t i  on of TSCA Incinerator opt ion .  The Wastewater Treatment 
opt ion  should be evaluated separately. 

The Wastewater Treatment Project i s  evaluated as a separate 
project i n  Appendix A. 

Appendix A ,  Section 2.6,  page A-60 - The narrative states t h a t  no 
treatment i s requi red prior t o  shipment t o  Envi rocare. However, 
Treatment Train K is  identified as being necessary t o  complete the 
project for some of the-waste streams. Treatment Train K 
describes i nci nerati on and stabi 1 i zati  on steps prior t o  disposal . 
Expl a i  n the d i  screpancy . 

Treatment Train K i s  designated fo r  wastes comprised o f  EPA - 
i gni tab1 e 1 i qui ds and non- hazardous sol ids . 
diagram i n  Appendix C has been revised t o  indicate treatment o f  
l i q u i d s  a t  the TSCA Incinerator with disposal o f  solids as low 
level  waste. 

The Treatment Train K 

Appendix C/Treatment Trains - Disposal of treatment residues are 
general l y  addressed for each treatment train. However. specific 
disposal options. are not identified. Do we assume t h a t  "Mixed 
Waste Disposal" indicates the waste will  go t o  Envirocare, and 
"LLW Disposal" means the waste will  go t o  NTS? See Ohio EPA 
Comment 7 .  

Yes. These can generally be assumed t o  be the disposal options 
fo r  each o f  the waste streams. I n  addition, the disposal option 
for each waste stream has been added i n  the tab les - in  Appendix C. 
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COMMENT #18: 

RESPONSE : 

COMMENT #19: 

RESPONSE : 

COMMENT #20: 

RESPONSE 

COMMENT #21: 

RES PONS E : 

Appendix G ,  page 0-24 1 This  section. dealing w i t h  public 
participatjon.' states t h a t  the DSTP will be made available for 
public review and comment. and t h a t  comments received w i l l  be 
considered i n  the preparation of the F i n a l  STP. I t  should be 
stated t h a t  public comments wil l  also'be shared w i t h  Ohio  EPA. 

A1 1 pub1 i c  comments received on the DSTP are included i n  Appendix 
D.  

P l a n  Volume, Section 3.1.4.  page 13 - The regulatory mechanism 
described for the wastewater treatment opt ion  (CERCLA Removal 
Action) i s  inconsistent w i t h  t h a t  indicated i n  t h e  summary sheet 
given t o  Ohio EPA dur ing  the 9/8/94 meeting w i t h  FEMP.. (The 
summary sheet indicates the regulatory mechanism t o  be an  Oh io  
Consent Order). 

As indicated i n  Section 3.1.4 i n  the Plan  Volume, DOE is proposing 
t o  use a CERCLA Removal Action as  the regulatory mechanism for the 
L i  quid Mixed Waste Project . 
General comment - The plan  does not account for the potential 
disposal of residues i n  the Envirocare and TSCA Incinerator 
preferred options . 
w i t h  Utah and Tennessee, i t  is important for Ohio  t o  have a handle 
on the t o t a l  quan t i ty  of waste t h a t  might be shipped t o  these out 
of state faci 1 i t i es  throughout the course o f  activities described 
i n  the p lan .  This t o t a l  should include existing waste. future 
generated waste, and t o  the  extent possible, treatment residues. 
See Ohio EPA General Comment 3. 

In order t o  adequately address equity i ssues 

Total  quantities of wastes t h a t  are currently i n  inventory which 
are proposed t o  be shipped t o  the TSCA Incinerator i n  Oak Ridge, 
Tennessee are identified i n  Table 7 i n  Section 3.1.7 of the 
Background Volume. Total quantities of inventoried wastes t o  be 
shipped off-site for direct disposal a t  Envirocare i n  Clive. Utah 
are identified i n  Table 8 i n  Section 3.1.8 of the Background 
Vol ume. The total quantity of secondary wastesltreatment . 
residuals t o  be generated from the Chemical Treatment Project 
which may be dispositioned off-site are identified i n  Section 
3.1.6 of the Background Volume. 

General comment - A review of the DOE-Ports DSTP reveals t h a t  they 
have identified FEMP's MAWS system as a preferred option for some 
of their waste streams accounting for approximately 83 cubic 
meters of waste. FEMP's DSTP does not reflect this activity. The 
p l a n  must clearly reflect any p lans  for receipt of waste from off-  
s i t e .  See General Comment 1. 

Portsmouth has revised their Preferred Option for these waste 
streams 'from the FEMP MAWS Facil i t y  t o  an option which does not 
involve on-site treatment a t  the FEMP. Discussion of waste from 
off-site is  initiated i n  Section 3.0 of the Background Volume. 
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PLANNING FOR PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT ON THE FEDERALFACILITY- -.. h-.-. - - - - -  . 
COMPLIANCE ACT 

To comply with the requirements of the Federal Facility Compliance Act (FFCA), 
enacted October 6, 1992, the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) is providing opportunities for 
the public to become involved in developing waste treatment plans for DOE sites. 

Because the State of Ohio has five DOE-funded facilities that either generate, expect to 
generate, andor store mixed waste, DOE and the State (through the Ohio Environmental 
Protection Agency) are working together to develop Site Treatment Plans. The facilities in Ohio 
include: 

. 

e Battelle Columbus Laboratories, Columbus 
e 

0 Mound Plant, Miamisburg 
e 

e Reactive Metals, Inc., Ashtabula . 

Fernald Environmental Management Project, Cincinnati 

Portsmouth Gaseous Diffusion Plant, Piketon 

According to the FFCA, public participation is required only to the extent of document 
review upon submittal to the State agencies: "Upon submission of a plan by the Secretary of 
Energy to the Administrator or a State, and before approval of the plan by the Administrator or 
a State, the Administrator or State shall publish a notice of availability of the submitted plan and 
make such submitted plan available to the public on request". 

It is DOE'S intent to exceed these minimal requirements by seeking out public opinion 
through interaction with primary stakeholders while the draft treatment plans are king 
developed, and by incorporating public concerns into succeeding treatment plans. Each site has 
identified key stakeholders who will be consulted during the creation of these plans. In general, 
stakeholders typically include State and Federal regulators, labor representatives, members of 
environmental groups, elected officials, community leaders, educators, and other interested 
members of the public. 

D 

DOE believes that direct contact with stakeholders is crucial to the success of cleanup, 
because if citizens feel that they were consulted during decisionmaking, they will be less likely 
to protest the decisions once made. If decisions are made based on .open communication, and 
concerns of citizens are addressed, time and money will be saved that can be better spent on 
remediation. Determining what is done with the waste at each site is among the most important 
to future use, as it impacts every aspect of cleanup from characterization to transportation and 
disposal. 

Public participation for the FFCA is integrated into the sites' comprehensive public 
involvement programs. The attached FFCA public participation approaches have been developed 
by each of the Ohio sites in their own formats reflecting site-specific levels of interest and 
ongoing activities. 
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Emphasis has been placed on presenting a common approach by the DOE facilities in 
describing waste streams, identifying treatment capacities (existing and planned), and evaIuating 
treatment options, to encourage information exhanges between sites. The sites wiU work 
together to find solutions to shared problems, so that similar waste inventories can be treated 
with the most cost effective and technically sound treatment methods available. 

e 
DOE and the State of Ohio will provide various public participation opportunities through 

person-to-person contact, question and answer sessions, development of informational fact 
sheets, and notification of draft document availability in the development of the Site Treatment 
Plans. 

ATTACHUENTS: 

1.0 Supplement to BCLDP Public Information Plan on Communicating with Stakeholders 
about FFCA, Battelle Columbus Laboratories, Columbus, OH 

2.0 FFCA Public Involvement Program, Fernaid Environmental Restoration Management 
Corporation, Cincinnati, OH 

3.0 

4.0 

5.0 

FFCA Public Involvement Program, Mound Plant, Miamisburg, OH 

FFCA Public Participation Plan, Portsmouth Gaseous Diffusion Plant, Piketon, OH 

FFCA Public Involvement Plan, Reactive Metals, Inc., Ashtabula, OH 
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Department of Energy 
Fernald Environmental Management Project 

P.O. Box 398705 
Cincinnati. Ohio 45239-8705 

(513) 738-6357 

3€P 2 9 1993 
DOE-3 061-93 

Mr. Donald R. Schregardus 
Ohio Environmental Protection Agency 
P.O. Box 0149, 1800 Watermark Drive 
Columbus, OH 43266-0149 

rl; 

Li, r 2 1 2  

Dear Mr. Schregardus: 

FEDERAL FACILITY COMPLIANCE ACT 

As you know, the sites at which the U . S .  Department of Energy 
(DOE) generates or stores mixed waste are currently drafting 
conceptual site treatment plans in accordance with the Federal 
Facility Compliance Act (FFCA), which amended the Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act. 

DOE and Ohio EPA have agreed that the public must be involved at 
an early point in the evaluation of mixed waste treatment 
options. 
documents, as well as historical background on the PFCA itself, 
will be necessary for decisions contemplated in meaningful 
participation. 

Public education about the potential impact of these 

I have enclosed for your review a draft Public Participation Plan 
for Federal Facility Compliance Act activities at Fernald. The 
plan contains an activities schedule, some background inf omation 
on mixed waste and several questions which reflect concerns 
expected to be expressed by Fernald community members. The Plan 
is being incorporated into existing public involvement plans for 
the Fernald site. 

If you have any questions o r  suggestions, please contact Kenneth 
Morgan at 513-648-3131. 

FN : Morgan 

Sincerely, 

Manager 

- D-127 
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. FERNALD PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PROGRAM 
for the 

FEDERAL FACILITY COMPLIANCE ACT 

--DRAFT- 

0 B JECTIVE 

The objective of this plan is to set forth how the public will be involved in the development 
of site treatment plans (STP) for mixed waste treatment under guidance from the Federal 
Facility Compliance Act (FFCAct). 

AUDIENCE ' . 

The audience consists primarily of people who have been identified as key stakeholders for 
Fernald activities, including: 

Local elected officials (Ross, Crosby, Morgan Townships trustees) 
County and state officials 
Regulators 
Fernald Residents for Environmental Safety and Health (FRESH) 
Residents within a five-mile radius of the Fernald site 
Officials in the t w o  area school districts 
Members of the Fernald Citizens Task Force 
Fernald employees 

STRATEGY 

The overall strategy is two-fold: 1 I To give the public information about the history and 
purpose of the Federal Facility Compliance Act at Fernald and 2) to provide opportunities 
for public participation in the development of Site Treatment Plans for mixed waste at 
Fernald. 

. MESSAGE 

There are four messages that need to be disseminated about the Federal Facility 
Compliance Act and the Site Treatment Plans: 

0 Information about the history of mixed waste storage in Ohio and objective of the 
Federal Facility Compliance Act; 

0 DOE'S commitment to achieving a compliance order from Ohio EPA on the Site 
Treatment Plan in order to set into motion a regional solution to the problem of 
mixed waste treatment; 
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0 Propose a treatment plan for Fernald mixed waste by researching important options 
such as: 

8 

8 

8 

8 
8 

How should mixed waste be categorized and prioritized? 
What technologies are available to  treat mixed waste? 
How and where can waste be treated? 
How does this affect future land use and remediation? 
As a generator, what are Ohio's role and responsibilities in a national mixed 
waste solution?; 

0 The public participation program for the FFCAct is incorporated into existing site 
public involvement activities and included in the internal guidance document, The 
Public Involvement Plan. 

TACTICS 

0 Table 1 lists the proposed activities for informing the public on, and soliciting 
involvement in the site treatment plans. 

BACKGROUND 

0 Prior to the implementation of the Federal Facility Compliance Act on October 6, 
1992, it was recognized that DOE was storing mixed waste inconsistent with Land 
Disposal Restriction.laws. The law allowed for only one year of storage, but the 
capacity to treat and dispose of mixed waste was inadequate or unavailable. 

When the FFCAct was made into law, the Department of Energy (DOE) became 
eligible to receive civil fines and penalties for violations of the Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) or State hazardous waste 'requirements. 
Recognizing the lack of capacity to treat mixed wastes, The FFCAct allowed that i f  
DOE prepared plans to develop treatment capacity for mixed waste, it could avoid 
fines and penalties for violations as long as 1) each plan is approved by the state or 
€PA, 2) an order is issued by the regulator requiring compliance with each plan, and 
3) DOE is in compliance with each approved plan and order. 

0 Mixed waste streams are from the current waste inventory and will continue to be 
generated during cleanup. 

Characterization and analysis of all waste material at Fernald is necessary in order 
to determine the precise nature, quantity, and location of each kind of waste, and 
how each should be handled under RCRA. The treatment schedule to be applied to 
these identified waste streams has become increasingly important if DOE is to  meet 
the requirements of the FFCAct. 

0 Because the decisions proposed and made by these documents will not only affect 
Fernald, but possibly impact the future of mixed waste treatment and disposal in 
the United States, public input and acceptance is crucial to earning EPA's 
compliance order.. 
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People initially identified as key stakeholders will be briefed a t  FRESH meetings, the 
October Community Meeting, and will be provided with fact sheets and copies of 
the conceptual STP for review. A Notice Of Availability will follow, allowing 30 
days for review, and listing copies in the Public Environmental Information Center. 

SENSJTlVlTlES 

There is the potential that Fernald could become part of a regional or national 
treatment network. DOE has assured the local public for years that the Fernald site 
would be cleaned up and closed; treatment of "off-site" mixed wastes may appear 
to be inconsistent with this message. 

0 Ohio DOE sites are working as a team in response to  this directive. Ohio is 
responsible for the generation of an immense volume of mixed waste, and may be 
asked to  find treatment locations within its own borders. 
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Table 1 

Public Information Activities 
for 

The Federal Facility Compliance Act 
Site Treatment Plans 

Activity 

FRESH briefing; announce 
that work is underway on 
the conceptual STP; 
expected goal of the 
documents; long-term 
affects 
(This will be an ongoing 
activity) 

An announcement to  be 
made at the Community 
Meeting about the FFCAct, 
the conceptual STP, the 
dates of the EPA public 
comment period, available 
fact sheets a t  the back of 
the room 

Prepare item for employee 
publications 

(This will be an ongoing 
activitv) 

Write article on the 
FFCAct, what is included 
in the CSTP, and announce 
its availability for comment 
in new monthly newsletter 
t o  be sent to people on the 
site mailing list 

Responsible 
Party 

- 

DOE Public Information; 
FERMCO Public Affairs 

DOE Public Information 
Personnel; FERMCO Public 
Affairs 

FERMCO Public Affairs 

FERMCO Public Affairs 

Timing 

September 23, 1993 

October 21, 1993 

by October 25, for 
publication October 28 

by October 13, for 
publication in late October 

Note: Should sufficient interest in the conceptual STP issues be expressed by the 
community, a workshop or other forum(s) to inform and involve the pu-blic on these 
issues will be scheduled. 
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Federal Facility Compliance Act 

~ Purpose 

On October 6, 
1992, the President signed 
the Federal Facilities 
Compliance Act (FFCA) 
into law, making the 
Department of Energy 
(DOE) subject to fines 
and penalties for 
violations of the Resource 
Conservation and 
Recovery Act (RCRA) -or 
State hazardous waste 
requirements. The FFCA 
amends the Solid Waste 
Disposal Act, which was 
previously amended by 
RCRA. 

Under current 
disposal laws, it is illegal 
to store hazardous waste 
for more than one year. 
With this new ruling, if- 
the DOE can meet certain 
planning requirements, it 
can avoid fines and 
penalties for vioiations of 
such land disposal 
restrictions for the next 3 
years. 

In order to meet 
these requirements, each 
DOE site must develop a 
site treatment plan (STP) 
for mixed waste 
treatments and technology 

development and use the 
plan as a basis for a legal 
agreement with the state 
prior to an October 1995 
deadline. If successful, 
sites like Fernald can 
extend the exemption 
from the one year storage 
requirement beyond the 
allowable three years. 

Who is Affected? 

Under the 
requirements of the 
FFCA, a site treatment 
plan must be developed at 
sites where DOE stores or 
has generated mixed 
waste. The Ferndd 
conceptual Site Treatment 
Plan (STP), due to the 
Ohio Environmental 
Protection Agency 
(0EPA)in October, 1993, 
will be a preliminary 
version of the later plans 
and will be reviewed by 
the state of Ohio, the 
U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) 
and others. 

Fernald also hopes 
to use the conceptual STP 
as a vehicle for providing 
information about 
technology needs and 
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options to other DOE 
cleanup sites across the 
country. The Fernald 
plan will be used in 
conjunction with plans 
from the other DOE sites 
as a basis for nationwide 
discussions on treatment 
strategies and options. 

Implementation 

A schedule for the 
development and 
submittal of the Plans to 
Ohio EPA is as follows: 

Conceptual STP October 1993 
Draft STP August 1994 
Filial STP February 1995 

Following this 
schedule of activities, 
Ohio EPA is expected to 
issue a compliance order 
to DOE at Fernald in 
October 1995. 

Public Involvement 

Public input can 
improve both the quality 
and feasibility of the ' 

proposed treatments. In 
order to assure public 
concerns are addressed in 
the developmental stages 
of the site treatment plan, 
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c Treatment comment periods will be 

announced and the 
documents will be 
available at the Public 
Environmental 
Information Center, 
JAMTEK Building, 10845 
Harnil ton-Cleves 
Highway, Ross, Ohio, 
(513)738-0164. 

Interested 
stakeholders have a key 
role to play in the 
decisions involving 
mixed waste treatment 
and disposal. New ideas 
and creative planning can 
lay the groundwork for 
solutions both locally and 
nation wide. 

0 bj ect i ves 

The conceptual 
STP addresses mixed 
waste, (waste containing 
both a hazardous 
component subject to 
RCRA and a nvclear or 
by-product material 
subject to the Atomic 
Energy Act). It is 
important that the 
schedules and treatment 
selection processes 
outlined in the plan are 
consistent with the current 
cleanup activities 
underway at Fernald. 

The conceptual 
STPs are intended to 
provide a starting point 

for discussion. The focus 
at Fernald is to prov.ide 
information on 
technologies for treating 
stored wastes, mostly 
resulting from past 
production processes. 

Fernald also has 
wastes that require further 
characterization and for 
which the appropriate 
technology has not been 
identified. The 
conceptual STP attempts 
to identify these wastes, 
as well as waste streams 
such as environmental 
restoration wastes that 
Fernald expects to 
generate in the future. 

Development of a 
site treatment plan for 
mixed waste at Fernald is 
a key function of the 
waste management 
program. The intent is to 
prevent the release of 
pollutants into the 
environment, thereby 
protecting human health 
and limiting potential 
exposures to hazardous 
materials. 

Generally, the 
waste management 
program seeks to 
characterize, store, treat 
and dispose of hazardous, 
mixed, and sanitary waste 
from Fernald in a safe 
and environmentally 
sound manner. 

Throughout the 
developmental stages of ' 

the STP, Fernald will 
be able to form a 
comprehensive plan, 
including a schedule and 
milestones for possible 
treatments. If the 
technologies do not yet 
exist for treatment, plan 
development wi 11 assist 
in the identification and 
development of new 
technologies. 

Each progressive 
stage of the STP will 
contain further detail of 
the plans for treatment, 
with increased 
categorization of mixed 
waste inventories. The 
draft and final STPs 
will contain input from 
Ohio EPA and other 
stakeholders, and will 
outline the preferred 
alternatives for 
treatment. DOE at 
Fernald intends to have 
the final plans and 
orders in  place by 
October 1995. 

A 

D-I33 



L 

-6.. 

* f  

MIXED WASTE INVENTORY BREAKDOWN CHART 
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' PUBLIC ENCOURAGED TO PROVIDE INPUT ON SITE TRfATH€'PLAN 
0 By the end of October, the DOE Fernald Field Office will submit to the 

Ohio Environmental Protection Agency a conceptual version o f  the S i t e  
Treatment P l a n  for mixed waste. Under the Federal Facility Compliance 
Act, DOE sites that store or generate mixed waste are required to 
develop waste treatment plans to avoid penalties for violations o f  waste 
storage restrictions. The Federal Facilities Compliance Act allows DOE 
to continue to avoid mixed waste storage penalties as long as it 
develops site treatment plans, gains EPA approval for these plans, and 
remains in compliance with the subsequent orders issued by the 
Environmental Protection Agency. 

PUBLIC ENCOURAGED TO PROVIDE INPUT ON SITE TREATHEKT PLAN (continued 
The first version o f  the treatment plan. the conceptual versiok, will be ' 

submitted this week. On November 1, the conceptual version o f  the site 
treatment plan will be available at the Public Environmental Information 
Center. Issues covered by the final version will impact several aspects 
o f  Fernald remediation schedules,, transportation issues and technology 

. selection. The public i s  encouraged to comment on each version of the 
plan as it is developed by Fernald personnel. 

FRESH MEETING 
QCTQBER 28, I993 
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FERNALD’S IHPLEt!ENTATION OF THE FEDERAL FACILITY COMPLIANCE ACT 
0 By the end o f  October, the OOE Fernald Field Office will submit to Ohio 

Environmental Protection Agency a conceptual version o f  the S i t e  
Treatment Plan  for mixed waste. Under the federal Facility Compliance 
Act,  DOE sites that store or generate mixed waste are required to 
develop waste treatment plans to avoid penalties for violations of waste 
storage restrictions. The federal Facilities Compliance Act allows DOE 
to continue to avoid mixed waste storage penalties as long as it 
develops site treatment plans, gains EPA approval for these plans, and 
remains in compliance with the subsequent orders issued by the 
Environmental Protection Agency. 

The first version o f  the treatment plan, the conceptual version, will be 
submitted this week. On November 1, the conceptual version of the site 
treatment plan will be available at the Public Environmental Information 
Center. Issues covered by the final version will impact several aspects 
o f  Fernald remediation schedules, transportation issues and technology 
selection, The public is encouraged to comment on each version o f  the 
plan as it is developed by Fernald personnel. 

OCTOBER 25, 1993 CROSBY TOWNSHIP MEETING 
TALKING POINTS 

D-137 



OEPA'S GRAHAH MITCHELL REQ UESTS INPUT ON FINAL DISPOSITI ON OF FERNALD WASTE 
Emphasizing the importance o f  publ i c  involvement, OEPA's Graham Witchel l  
documented FRESH members' input on Fernald waste d isposal  opt  ions. 

Graham asked 'What fac to rs  should imDact t he  dec i s ion  o f  where lFernald1 
waste should ao?' Inpu t  included: 

0 Buf fe r  zones 

0 
T w e n d o u s  publ i c  p a r t  f c i p a t  i on  
Nevada i s  tired o f  tak ing  Fernald wastelborder c losures -- 
Graham explained tha t  a l l  Fernald waste cannot be shipped t o  
Utah and Nevada because the s ta tes  would rebe l .  He said 
compromise i s  necessary and advised FRESH t o  push f o r  
Envirocare as an o f f - s i t e  disposal  f a c i l i t y ,  i n  case the 
Nevada Test S i t e  should become unavai lab le.  

e Fau l t  l i n e s  and t h e  area's l oca t i on  r e l a t i v e  t o  thea 
Aqu i fe r  p m t e c t i o n  -- The Crosby Township President said 
Fernald i s  not su i tab le  f o r  waste storage, due t o  i t s  
p o s i t i o n  above the  aqu i fe r .  However, Graham s a i d  a northern 
sec t ion  of the s i t e  might be s u i t a b l e  f o r  waste storage. 
Vicky noted that  most of that  area i s  i n  B u t l e r  County. 

0 Transportat  ion  
0 CostjCongress' loss o f  i n te res t  and commitment t o  funding 
0 Risk t o  workers 
0 Heal th  r i s k s  i n  general 
0 Po 1 i t  i c a  1 f ac to rs -  
0 Economic fac to rs  
0 T r e a t a b i l i t y  
0 Cost versus bene f i t  
0 

0 K-65, thorium, waste p i t s  
0 Higher low-level rad ioac t ive  waste 
0 Mixed waste 

p i t  contents must be removed. 

FRESH member said fl wastes should be removed u n t i l  a 
b e t t e r  op t i on  i s  t echn ica l l y ,  s c i e n t i f i c a l l y  and 
economically proven. However, she a lso sa id  she would 
not oppose on-s i te  d i spos i t i on  of t r a n s i t e  and 
asbestos. 

e Di f fe rence between URS and disposal  c e l l s  

Graham asked 'What wastes should QO o f f  site?' Responses included: 

0 FRESH President said K-65 wastes, thor ium and waste ' 

0 

Others agreed. 

FRESH member said he would not oppose an above-ground 
disposal  f a c i l i t y  f o r  s o i l ,  t r a n s i t e  and construct ion 
rubble.  He said the land should be used f o r  cow 
pastures and above-ground storage c e l l s ,  and DOE 
should ma in ta in . respons ib i l i t y  and l i a b i l i t y .  

.... _. . .  .. . .  . .  . .. 

. . .  ... 
. .. . .. . z  . _  .. . .  

UQQYZaJ 
GARY STEGNER, DOE PUBLIC .AFFAIRS SPECIALIST 
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3. rt on t he Programmatic Environmental ImDact State meni: 

Applegate told Task Force members that Tom Wagner 
represented the group at a Programmatic Environmental Impact 
Statement meeting in the Washington, D.C., area last month. 
He asked Wagner to report on the meeting. 

Tom Wagner said others from the Fernald area also attended the 
meeting, including Vicky Dastillung of FRESH and DOE’S 
Environmental Restoration and Waste Management Advisory 
€bard, Doug Sarno, and Laura Hegge from Ohio EPA. This 
meeting was a follow up from an earlier session, and dealt with 
the risk assessment process that will be part of PEIS. 

The real pukpose of this meeting was to help DOE determine 
what is the best means for presenting the information that comes 
out of the risk assessment process. Wagner said he thought 
there were several issues relevant to the Task Force, including 
waste treatment and waste disposal. Wagner said DOE was 
discussing having up to 49 sites -- or as few as 4 sites -- become 
treatment facilities. DOE also is considering using up to 13 
sites -- or as few as one site -- for disposal. 

Wagner suggested that the Task Force be aware of these discussiions 
going on at a national level. He also reported that the Superfund 
Reauthorization legislation contains proposed language that perhaps will 
redefine the composition of site-specific advisory boards (SSABs1.. He 
recommended that the Task Force make sure the legislation bene5its the 
citizens of the Femald area. 

Applegate added that waste importation is likely to be a 
significant issue for the Task Force. He explained that, as part 
of the development of technology on site, a certain amount of 
material from other sites may be brought to Fernald for 
treatment to see if the technology works. This issue is relevant 
to the Task Force’s transportation concerns if materials are 
going to be coming on to the site, as well as because of the 
implications for future use. Applegate suggested forming a 
sub-committee to look into waste importation. The Task Force 
agreed; Lisa Crawford, Darryl Huff, and Bob Tabor volunteered 
to serve on this subcommittee. 
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STAKEHOLDER INPUT TO BE CONSIDERED AS FEDERAL FACILITIES COMPLIANCE ACT 
DOCUHENTS ARE DEVELOPFO 
0 The Federal Facilities Compliance Act of October 6, 1992, requires DOE 

facilities to meet certain requirements regarding the storage and 
treatment o f  mixed waste on site. In October 1993, a "Conceptual Site 
Treatment Plan" was submitted to Ohio EPA. 
Treatment Plan" for mixed waste at Fernald is due by August 31, 1994. 

Development of a "Draft Site 

The Draft Site Treatment Plan will present DOE'S preferred option(s) (or 
schedules for determining the preferred options), based on technical 
evaluation of a1 ternatives for the transportation, storage, and 
treatment of mixed waste. These will be the subject o f  "equity" 
discussions with the states, €PA, and stakeholders. 

Under the Federal Facilities Compliance Act, public participation is 
required only for document review and-comment upon submittal o f  the 
"Final Site Treatment Plan" (February 1995). However, DOE intends to 
exceed these minimal pub1 ic participation requirements by seeking 
stakeholder input through one-on-one discussions and incorporating their 
concerns into the actual treatment plans as they are being developed. 
Portsmouth, Mound, R M I  and Battelle are also preparing Draft Site 
Treatment Plans in coordination with Ohio EPA. 

A section of the Draft Site Treatment Plan will focus on the following 
seven treatment selection- guides- to- be-used- for-comparing. treatment. 
options and selecting the preferred treatment option.(s): 

1. Regulatory Compl i ance 5. Stakeholder Concerns 
2. Environmental Health and Safety 6. Life-cycle Cost 
3. Treatment Efficiency 7 .  Technology Development 
4. 

DOE and EPA will use these criteria to determine the most appropriate 
cleanup technology for 'similar waste streams from. each of the- five 
sites. It is possible that one or more mixed waste types could be 
designated for consolidated treatment. 
the waste to the particular Ohio DOE site designated for treatment o f  
that waste. stream. 
only after consideration of the full range of alternatives and 
stakeholder issues and concerns. 
Site Treatment Pl an development progresses. 

Imp1 ementabi 1 i ty 

This would require shipment of 

Inter-site. shipment of DOEls mixed-waste would. occur 

Updates will be provided as the Draft 

Referring to the movement o f  waste to the most appropriate DOE site 
designated to treat a particular waste stream from another DOE site, one 
FRESH member commented, "As long as it's not here." 

- - .  . -Another FRESH member made a comment about 'musical waste." 

MARCH 24, 1994, FRESH MEETING 
.. . .  .EXECUTIVE'j:.SUMMARY . .  

. .  . .. 
. .  . .  . .... .. . . . 

KEN RORGAN, PUBLIC INFORMATION DIRECTOR 
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STAKEHOLDER INPUT TO BE CONSIDERED AS FEDERAL FACILITIES COMPLIANCE ACT 
DOCUMENTS ARE DEVELOPED 
0 The Federal Facilities Compliance Act (FFCA) of October 6, 1992, 

requires DOE facilities to meet certain requirements regarding the 
storage and treatment of mixed waste on site. 
"Conceptual Site Treatment Plan" was submitted to Ohio EPA. The "Draft 
Site Treatment Plan" for mixed waste at Fernald is due by August 31. 

The Draft Site Treatment Plan will present DOE's preferred option(s) (or 
schedules for determining the preferred options), based on technical 
evaluation of alternatives for the transportation, storage, and 
treatment of mixed waste. 
discussions with the states, Ohio €PA, and stakeholders. 

Under the FFCA, public participation i s  required only for document 
review and comment upon submittal of the 'Final Site Treatment Plan' 
(February 1995). 
participation requirements by seeking stakeholder input through one-on- 
one discussions and incorporating their concerns into the actual 
treatment plans as they are being developed. 
Battelle are also preparing Draft Site Treatment Plans in coordination 
with Ohio EPA. 

In October 1993, a 

These will be the subject of. "equity" 

However, DOE intends to exceed these minimal public 

Portsmouth, Mound, RMI and 

A section of the Draft Site Treatment Plan will focus on the following 
seven treatment selection guides to be used for comparing treatment 
options and selecting the preferred treatment option(s) : 

1. Regulatory Compl iance 5. Stakeholder Concerns 
2. .Environmental Health and Safety 6. Life-cycle Cost 
3. Treatment Efficiency 7.  Techno1 ogy Development 
4. Implementability 

DOE and Ohio EPA will use these criteria to determine the most 
appropriate cleanup technology for similar waste streams from each of 
the five sites. It is possible that one or more mixed waste types could 
be designated for consolidated treatment. 
o f  the waste to the particular Ohio DOE site designated for treatment of 
that waste stream. Inter-site shipment of DOE's mixed waste would occur 
only after consideration of the full range of alternatives and 
stakeholder issues and concerns. 
Site Treatment Plan development progresses. 

This would require shipment 

Updates will be provided as the Draft 

FRESH MEETING 
. . .  . ... . . 

. .  . ..... ...' . , APRIL:.:'24, . . .  , ..:1994 , ,., , 

. . .  
.. . .. . . 

. .; . .  . , . .. . 
. .  . . .  
,.. ' ..... . 

' . .  . .  
. .  ... 

.. ... , . . . '  

D KEN #ORGAN, PUBLIC INFOWTION DIRECTOR 
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Draft FFCAct PPP 
DOE-Fernald 
July5,19!34 

DRAFI' PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PLAN 
for the 

FEDERAL FACILITY COMPLIANCE ACI' 
at the 

FERNALD ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT PROJECr 

1.0 Plan Oveniew 

A Draft Public Participation Plan was submitted to Ohio EPA on September 29, 
1993. This plan was prepared to set a schedule to inform the public about the 
initiation and purpose of the Federal Facility Compliance Act (FFCAct) at 
Ferndd and include public involvement activities through the development of the 
Conceptual Site Treatment Plan (CSTP) only. Public involvement focusing on the 
CSTP included 

An exhibit on the FFCAct was displayed at the DOE RI/FS Community 
Meeting in October 1993. 

0 A fact sheet on the FFCAct was included with the-handouts at the DOE. 
RI/FS Community Meeting in October 1993. 

The FFCAct process was included as a "talking point" for the October 1993 
monthly meeting of the local environmeptal group, Fernald Residents for 
Environmental Safety and Health (FRESH). 

0 An article on the FFCAct was included in the October 1993 issue of the 
Ferrrczld Project Cleanup Report that is mailed to 2000+ stakeholders. 

0 Notifications that the Conceptual STP was available on November 1, 1993, 
in the DOE reading room at the Public Environmental Information Center 
were distributed at the October meetings of the three local townships in 
the Fernald area. 

A representative from Ohio EPA attended the November 1993 FRESH 
meeting and requested input from members on on-site/off-site waste 
disposal at the Fernald Environmental Management Project (FEMP). 

To keep the public informed of the FFCAct process and aware of the  
development of the treatment plans, other public involvement activities that have 
been conducted at the FEMP include: 
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Draft FFCAd PPP 
DOE-Fernald 
July 5,1994 

Discussion of the FFCAct at the March 1994 meeting of the Fernald 
Citizens Task Force resulted in the establishment of a subcommittee on 
waste importation. 

An update on the FFCAct was included as a "talking point" at the March 
1994 FRESH meeting. 

An update on the FFCAct was included as a "talking point" at the April 
1994 FRESH meeting. 

Tom Winston from OEPA held a private briefing with the Fernald Citizens 
Task Force subcommittee on waste importation on May 4, 1994. 

On June 14, 1994, at the DOE RI/FS Community Meeting an Exhibit on 
the FFCAct was prepared for the Availability Session. 

.- 

2.0 Roles and Responsibilities 

The Point of Contact (POC) at the FEMP is Gary Stegner, DOE Public Affairs .  
Mr. Stegner is responsible for all public involvement and interaction with the 
public. He also coordinates with DOE Headquarters on matters of public 
concern and is involved in the EM monthly teleconferences. 

' The technical representative for the  FFCAct at the FEMP is John Sattler. Mr. 
Sattler is responsible for the submittds of the site treatment plans and meets 
regularly with DOE Headquarters and Ohio EPA He also gives public briefings. 

For policy issues, the POC for Ohio EPA is Tom Winston. Mike Savage is the 
POC for technical issues. The public outreach contact for Ohia EPA is Laura 
Hegge. DOE-FN and OEPA are forming a partnership to plan and conduct 
public involvement efforts on the FFCAct to assure that the regulator's needs, as 
well as DOES objectives, are met. 

3.0 Issue Identification 

The issues surrounding the.FFCAct process at the FEW are: 

The importation of waste from other Ohio sites for treatment or disposal at 
the FEMP. 

The FEMP is in the last stages of the RI/FS process in four of its five 
operable units. This demands much of the public's time for reading 
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Draft FFCAct PPP 

July.5, 1994 
DOE-Fcmald 

documents, responding with comments during the formal public comment 
periods, attending workshops that discuss the alternatives and remedies for 
cleanup, preparation of the signing of RODS, etc. Because of all the 
attention being focused on the RI/FS, the public isn't as aware of the 
FFCAct and the site treatment plans as they should be at this stage of the 
process. 

Technology -- how can the public understand the terminology and concept 
of some of the technologies selected for the treatment of waste streams? 

The local environmental group is very concerned about transportation of 
any waste (mixed, low-level, or hazardous) through communities. The 
theory of trading waste (bringing other waste to the FEMP or sending 
FEMP waste to another facility) for treatment is a major concern because 
of the chance of an accident, spill or release. 

Cost -- does the cheapest remedy necessarily mean it is the best treatment? 
How much of a factor will "cost" be in the final treatment selection? 

Future Land Use - The Fernald Citizens Task Force is formulating a 
recommendation for land use of the site after cleanup. Lf the FEMP is 
selected as a treatment and/or disposal site, this could affect the land use 
decision. 

4.0 Planned Activities 

As previously mentioned, activities that include an exhibit, fact sheets, public 
notifications, news articles, and briefings have already occurred at the FEW. 
The Fernald Citizens Task Force has appoinied a waste importation 
subcommittee to address issues dealing with the FFCAct process. Ohio EPA has 
met with the subcommittee and has committed to them to take a leading role in 
public involvement. 

Activities that are being planned to keep the public aware of the FFCAct and the 
development of the plans are: 

DOE-FN representative(s) will give a briefing on the FFCAct to the 
Fernald Citizens Task Force waste disposition subcommittee on July 12, 
1994. 

The Ohio EPA is preparing a Fernald site-specific fact sheet for 
. distribution. 

D - I 4 4  Q3ic " W 2 3 5  
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Draft FFCAct PPP 
DOE-Fernald 
July5,1994 

DOE-FN has prepared another fact sheet on the F'FCAct to distribute at 
public meetings, township meetings, and through the Fernald Envoy 
Program (Attachment A). 

The FEMP is planning a community workshop in August or September 
1994 on the DSTP and other waste management issues. 

The FEMP will make copies of the DSTP available for public review and 
comment. If comments are received, they will be considered in 
preparation of the Final STP. 

5.0 Evaluation 

Determining how effective any program is depends on how much interest and 
response can be generated from the public. As the final STP is being prepared, 
some methods to evaluate the process are: 

Feedback from the two separate briefings to the Task Force's waste 
importation subcommittee will be distributed to the appropriate managers. 

A procedure already in place is using evaluation forms at every meeting, 
roundkble, workshop, briefing, etc. conducted by DOE for input, 
measurement, and comment. 

Conductihg a public comment period on the.DSTP. 

Some strategies that could be initiated at the FEMP to assist in determining 
whether public participation is effectively contributing to the development of the 
final STP are: 

Mail a questionnaire on the progress of the plan to the citizens living 
within a two-mile radius of the site for their input and reaction. 

Install an FFCAct Hotline where stakeholders can leave messages and 
DOE would commit to respond within 48 hours to all questionslconcerns. 

, 

Advertise informal Availability Sessions to be held on a particular night 
each month where concerned stakeholders could walk in at the designated 
location, or call in with their issues, questions and concerns. At the same 
time, the POC (or designated spokesperson) could give updates on the 
plan's development. 

. 



A'ITACHMENTA . 

FEDERAL FACILITY COMPLIANCE ACI' (JTCA) 

Summary 

The Federal Facility Compliance Act of 1992 provides an opportunity for the Department 
of Energy to work with its regulators to resolve a long-standing issue - how to treat large 
amounts of mixed radioactive and hazardous waste now being stored or generated at DOE 
sites. The Federal Facility Compliance Act directs DOE to prepare plans for developing 
mixed waste treatment capacities and technologies for each DOE site which generates or 
stores mixed waste. DOE will submit these site treatment plans to the appropriate agehcy 
(Ohio EPA in this case) for approval. If not in compliance with an approved plan, DOE 
facilities could face fines and penalties from the regulators after October, 1995. ' 

FFCA Requirements 

The FFCA makes Federal facilities subject to potential fines and penalties for violations of 
the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), the law that sets requirements for 
the management of hazardous waste. However, the FFCA allows a three-year delay of the 
imposition of fines and penalties for certain violations related to DOES storage of mixed 
waste (mixed waste is waste that includes both radioactive and hazardous components.) 
During that time, the FFCA requires DOE to prepare Site Treatment Plans for developing 
the needed treatment capacity and treating the mixed waste. These plans will be developed 
for each site at which DOE generates or stores mixed waste. 

Informatiod in the FEMP site treatment plan will include 1) possible technologies that could 
treat mixed waste, 2) selection criteria and process used to pick best technology (including 
regulator and stakeholder input) and 3) schedules for development and implementation of 
needed technology. 

The Federal Facility Compliance Act requires Ohio EPA to consider the need for regional 
treatment facilities. Regional facilities could be a cost effective way of treating. mixed 
wastes, i.e. building a new treatment facility for a small quantity of mixed waste would not 
be cost effective if the same type of treatment facility already exists or is being built for a 
large quantity of mixed waste at another DOE site. 

Disposal 

Although the Federal Facilities Compliance Act does not require that disposal be addressed 
in the Site Treatment Plans, DOE recognizes that treatment of mixed low-level waste will 
result in treatment residues that will require disposal in either low-level waste or mixed low- 
level waste disposal facilities. The FEMP is planning to discuss the tentative disposal plans 
in the Site Treatment Plan. 
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Prioritized Treatment Considerations 

DOE has developed a Eramework which presents a tiered approach to evaluating and 
selecting preferred treatment options. The objective is to reduce and simplify the number 
of waste streams likely to be the subject of equity discussions between states. 

D 
a. Treatment in Existing On-site Facilities: Treatment in existing facilities is the 

preferred option for mixed wastes. 

b. Mod@ Existing On-Site Facilities: In some instances, existing facilities may 
be capable of treating additional waste streams with small modifications. 

c. Treatment in Commercial or Mobile Treatment Units: If existing capacity 
does not exist on-site to treat a waste stream, other options including 
commercial facilities and mobile treatment system should be investigated. 
Mobile treatment systems could potentially be relocated between various 
DOE facilities after treatment is completed at a DOE facility. 

When on-site treatment is not practicable, the use of existing off-site treatment facilities 
within the state of Ohio will be considered. 

d. Identify Treatment for Low-Volume Wastes: Low volume waste streams 
should be analyzed to identify cost effective treatment strategies. Examples 
might include treating waste in research and development or pilot-scale 
equipment, or development of mobile treatment units that could handle 
multiple low-volume waste streams. 

D 
Options for off-site treatment of mixed waste in and out of the state of Ohio will be 
considered. Treating mixed waste outside of the state of Ohio could initiate a series of 
complex issues such as transportation between states or potential trading of mixed waste 
streams between DOE sites. For example, the state of Tennessee could agree to accept 
mixed wastes from the FEMP for treatment in the Oak Ridge TSCA Incinerator if the 
FEMP agrees to accept other mixed wastes from the DOE Oak Ridge facility for treatment 
or disposal purposes. 

Required Actions to Ship and Treat Mixed Waste 

Ohio EPA will approve, approve with modifications, or disapprove the final Site Treatment 
Plan. Ohio EPA will direct DOES implementation of the approved final Site Treatment 
Plan through formal Compliance Orders. 

The major waste management decisions facing DOE and Ohio EPA will affect the local 
community. Decisions include the location of treatment facilities, the type of treatment to 
be used, where the waste will be shipped for treatment and how the treated waste will be 
disposed. The FFCA requires that the final Site Treatment Plan be available to the public D D-147 



a so that public comments and concerns can be addressed. 

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act's (CERCLA's) 
permit exemptions may be applicable to treatment of FEMP mixed waste on-sitp and may 
be applicable to treatability studies of off-site mixed waste. Air, water and hazardous waste 
permits could be necessary for treatment of any mixed waste from offsite facilities. 

Site Treatment Plans 

The FFCA requires Ohio EPA to publish a notice of the availability of the h a l  Site 
Treatment Plan and make the plan available to the public on request. Although the FFCA 
requires only that DOE submit a plan for review and approval, DOE will issue the Site 
Treatment Plan for public review at three levels of development to provide multiple 
opportunities for comment and discussion. A conceptual, draft, and final Site Treatment 
Plan will be prepared for each site. The conceptual Site Treatment Plan identifies 
preliminary options for treating each site's wastes. The draft Site Treatment Plan identifies 
the preferred option to the extent practicable for treating each site's mixed wastes. It also 
identifies specific mixed waste treatment facilities and locations and proposed treatment 
schedules. The hnal Site Treatment Plan identifies the final DOE options for treatment 
technologies, facilities, locations and schedules for each site's wastes. It goes to the 
regulators for review and approval. 

The schedule .to submit the FEMP site. treatment plan to Ohio EPA is as follows: 

Conceptual Site Treatment Plan October 1993 
Draft Site Treatment Plan August 1994 
Final Site Treatment Plan February 1995 
OEPA Issuance of Compliance Order October 1995 

1 Public. Involvement 

The FEW is w o r b g  with the regulators, with site-specific interest and advisory groups, and 
through other established means to provide additional opportunities for public discussion 
throughout the Site Treatment Plan's development process. 

, 

Providing opportunities for the public to participate in decision-making early in the process 
can lead to a more complete identilication and consideration of issues and alternatives. 
Addressing public and state concerns and comments early will help DOE and Ohio EPA to 
develop a final Site Treatment Plan that reflects public interests and can be more readily 
accepted and approved by the regulators. In addition to the Site Treatment Plans being 
made available to the public, roundtables and meetings are being planned to discuss FFCA 
issues. Two of the meetings planned include: 

July 1994 Briefing to Task Force Subcommittee 

August/Sept 1994 Public Meeting 
D-148 
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Waste Disposition Subcommittee Meeting 
July 12, 1994 

.T I p.m., UNO Building 

WeIcome and Introduction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Darryl Huff 

Overview of Federal Facilities Compliance Act .................... John Sattler 

0 What is the FFCAct? 
0 What is its history? 
0 What is the schedule? 

Roles and Responsibilities . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  John Sattler 

0 DOE? 
0 Ohio EPA? 
0 U.S. EPA? 
0 National Governor's Association? 
0 Ohio Work Group? 

ConcepW Site Treatment Plan . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  John Sattler 

8 What did it say? 
0 What are the relevant waste s t r m s  for Fernald and Ohio? 

Development of the Draft Treatment Plan ........................ 'John Sattler 

B 

0 What is its status? 

0 

What does it say now (even though in development and only a proposal)? 
Relationship with the Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement? 
What treatment options are being considered? 
What is the relationship with disposal? 

Discussion of Impacts'on Fernald Cleanup ........................ John Sattler 

0 

8 
0 

What are the impacts for Fernald?. 
How does the FFCAct integrate with cleanup? 
What does this mean for future use? 

Public Involvement Opportunities . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ken Alkema 

0 

0 When? 
How can the public be involved? 
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Appendi x E, Def i n i  ti ons 

Appendix E identifies terms, abbreviations, and def ini t ions t h a t  have been 
referenced i n  the Proposed Site Treatment P l a n .  Definitions have been derived 
from regulatory agency and DOE s i t e .  environmental journals . and other sources 
of regul a t i  ons and documents. 



APPENDIX E ' 

DEFINITIONS 

The terms defined below have been collected or derived from documentation from 
regulatory agencies and DOE sites , as we1 1 as, from environmental journals and 
other sources of regulations and documents. The words and phrases are listed 
alphabetically. Common abbreviations, i f  any ,  follow the term. 

Amalgamation (AMLGM) - A process applicable t o  l i q u i d  radioactive wastes 
conta in ing  mercury and particularly t o  1 i q u i d  wastes containing radioactive 
mercury isotopes. Liquid mercury compounds are converted i n t o  a so l id  a l l o y  
u t i  1 i zi ng inorganic reagents such as zinc, copper, nickel , g o l d ,  and sulfur, 
which i s  more easily managed and less mobile t h a n  solutions con ta in ing  
mercury. Amalgamati on provides a signi f i  cant reduction i n  a i  r emi ssi ons o f  
mercury and provides a change i n  mobil i ty  from l i q u i d  mercury t o  a paste-like 
sol i d , potent i a1 1 ;,# reduci ng 1 eachabi 1 i t y  . 

Aqueous Liquids (as a waste matrix) - Liquids/slurries w i t h  a t o t a l  organic 
carbon (TOC) content less t h a n  1 percent. 
suspended/settled sol ids can be up t o  approximately 35-40 percent) 
1 i q u i  ds/sl urri es packaged/stored i n  bul k form ( i  . e .  , t a n k  stored, drummed bul k 
free liquids) are included i n  this category. 
type configuration are categorized as l a b  packs. 

Slurries must be flowable (e.g.  
Only 

Liquids packaged i n  l a b  pack- 

Batteries (as a waste matrix) - This category includes lead a c i d ,  cadmium, and 
mi scell aneous batteri es, 

Best Avai 1 ab1 e Technol ogy (BAT) or  Best Demonstrated Avai 1 ab1 e Technol ogy 
(BDAT) - (1) The preferred technology for treating a particular waste. 
selected from among others after t ak ing  i n t o  account factors related t o  
technology, econcrics. p u b l i c  policy, and other parameters. As used i n  DOE 
Order 5400:5. BAT i s  not  a specific level of treatment, but  the conclusion of 
a selection process t h a t  evaluates several treatment alternatives. ( 2 )  
Treatment technologies t h a t  have been shown through ac tua l  use t o  yield the 
greatest envi ronmental benefit among competi ng techno1 ogi es t h a t  are 
practically available. 

Biodegradation (BIODG) - The degradation of organics or non-metal1 i c  
i norgani cs (i .e .  i norgani cs t h a t  contain the elements of phosphorous. 
nitrogen, and sul fur) by mi croorgani sms i n  units operated under either aerobi c 
or anaerobic conditions such t h a t  a surrogate compound or indicator parameter 
has been substantially reduced i n  concentration i n  the residuals. 
Organic Carbon is often used as an indicator parameter for the biodegradation 
o f  many organic constituents t h a n  cannot be directly analyzed i n  wastewater 
residues. 

Total 

Bulking - The process of p u t t i n g  materials i n t o  bulk  packaging.  

E-1 
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Bulk Packaging - Packaging o%her than i n  6 vessel or  a barge. Packaging i n  a 
t ransport  vehi c l  e ,  f re igh t  contai ner . o r  mobi 1 e tank i n  which hazardous 
materials a r e  loaded which has one o f  the fol lowing: a maximum capacity 
greater than 450 L (119 gallons) as a receptacle for a l i q u i d :  a maximum net 
mass greater than 400 kg (882 pounds) 0 r . a  maximum capacity greater than 450 L 
(119 gal lons) as a receptacle f o r  a so l id .  

Capacity ( o f  a f a c i l i t y )  - The annual process throughput, i n  m3/yr under 
normal operating conditions. 
s h i f t  schedule under which the fac i l i t y  normally operates: i . e . .  one 8-hour 
sh i f t /day.  f i v e  days a week: two shif ts/day. f i v e  day a week: twenty-four 
hours a day, seven days a week. 

"Normal operating conditions" are defined as the 

Carbon Adsorpti'on (CARBN) - A treatment technology used t o  t r e a t  wastewaters 
containing dissolved organics a t  concentrations less than about f i v e  Dercent 
and. t o  a lesser extent. dissolved metal and other inorganic contaminants. 
The two most common carbon adsorption processes are the granular act ivated 
carbon (GAC) , which i s  used i n  packed beds, and the powdered activated carbon 
(PAC).  which i s  added i n  bulk t o  wastewater. 

Cemented Solids (as a waste m a t r i x )  - Sludges o r  sol ids (e .g.  par t icu la tes,  
e tc .  ) t ha t  have been so l  i d i  fi ed/stabi 1 i zed wi th  Port1 and cement or  other 
s o l i d i f y i n g  agents but do not meet land disposal r e s t r i c t i o n  treatment 
standards. These wastes may require pretreatment (e.g. crushing/grinding) 
p r i o r  t o  subsequent land disposal r e s t r i c t i o n  treatment. 

Characterization - The determination of waste contents and propert ies, whether 
by review o f  process knowledge or sampling and analysis. 

Chemical F ixat ion - 'Any waste treatment process tht icvolves reactions 
between the waste and cer ta in  chemicals, and resul ts  i n  sol ids tha t  
encapsulate. immobi 1 i ze, or  otherwi se bind hazardous components i n the waste 
t o  minimize the leaching o f  such components and render the waste nonhazardous 
and more su i tab le f o r  disposal. 

Chemical Oxidation (CHOXD)' - Chemical o r  e lec t ro l y t i c  oxidation ut; l i z i n g  the 
f o l  1 owing oxidat ion reagents (o r  waste reagents 1 o r  combinati ons o f  reagents : 

. (1) hypochlori te (e.g. bleach); (2 )  chlorine: (3) chlor ine dioxide: (4)  ozone 
o r  UV ( u l t r a v i o l e t  l i g h t )  assisted ozone; (5) peroxides: (61 persulfates; (7)  
perchlorates : (8) permanganates : or (9) other oxidiz ing reagents o f  equivalent 
e f f i c iency .  Units are operated such tha t  a measurable surrogate compound or  
i ndi cator parameter i s  reduced i n  concentration i n  the residual . 
Organic Carbon i s  o f ten used as an indicator parameter f o r  the oxidation o f  
many organic constituents that  cannot be d i r e c t l y  analyzed i n  wastewater 
res i  dues. 
t o  as a1 kal  i ne ch1 o r i  nat i  on. 

Total 

Ctiemi cal oxi dat i  cn speci f i  cai l y  i nc: udes what i s commonly referred 
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Chemical Precipitation (PRECP) - Chemical Precipitation of metals and other 
i norgani cs as i nsol ubl  e precipitates o f  oxides, hydroxi des, carbonates, 
sulfides, sulfates. chlorides. fluorides, or phosphates. The following 
reagents or waste reagents are t y p i c a l l y  used alone or i n  combination: (1) 
Lime ( i  . e . ,  conta in ing  oxides and/or hydroxides of calcium and/or magnesium): 
(2) caustic ( i  . e . ,  sodium and/or potassium hydroxides): (3) soda ash i . e . .  

D 
sodium carbonate): (5)- ferric sulfate or ferric 
chloride: (6 )  a lum:  or ( 7 )  sodium sulfate. .Addi t iona l  flocculation, 
coagulation, or simi lar reagents/processes t h a t  enhance sludge dewater 
characteristics are not precluded from use. 

(4)  sodium su i  fide: 

Chemical Reduction (CHRED) - Chemical reduction u t i l i z i n g  the following 
reducing reagents or waste reagents or combination of reagents: (1) sulfur 
dioxide: (2) sodium. potassium. or a l k a l i  salts of sulfi tes.  bisulfites, 
metabisul fates. and polyethylene glycols: (3) sodium hydrasulfide; ( 4 )  ferrous 
salts  and/or: (5)  other reducing reagents of equivalent efficiency. Tota l  
Organic Halogens are often used as a n  indicator pzrameter .for the reduction o f  
many halogenated organic constituents t h a t  cannot be directly analyzed i n  
wastewater residues. Chemical reduction i s  commonly used for the reduction o f  
hexavalent chromium t o  the trivalent state.  

Cleanup - (1) Actions undertaken during a removal or remedial response t o  
physically remove or treat a hazardous substance t h a t  poses a threat or 
potenti a1 threat t o  human health and we1 fare, the  envi ronment . and/or real and 
personal property. Sites are considered cleaned up when removal or remedial 
programs have no further expectatim or intention of returning t o  the s i t e  and 
threats have been mitigated or do not  require further action. (2) Act.ions 
taken t o  deal w i t h  a release or threat of release of a hazardous substance 
t h a t  could affect humans and/or the environment. "Cleanup" i s  sometimes used 
i nterchangeably w i t h  either remedi a1 scti on, removal a c t i o n ,  response action, 
or correcti ve a c t i o n .  

Closure - Operational Closure: Those actions t h a t  are taken upon completion 
o f  operations t o  prepare the disposal s i te  or disposal u n i t  for custodial care 
( e .g . .  a d d i t i o n  of cover, grading. drainage, erosion control). 

Closure'Final Site : Those actions t h a t  are taken as part o f  a formal 
decommissioning or remedial ac t ion  p l a n .  t o  achieve long-term stability of the 
disposal  s i t e  and t o  eliminate t o  the extent practical the need for active 
maintenance so t h a t  only survei 11 ance, monitoring, and mi nor custodi a1 care 
are requi red. 

B 

Compl i ance Agreements - Legal l y  bi ndi ng agreements between regulators and 
regulated entities t h a t  set standards and schedules for compliance w i t h  
envi ronmental statutes. 
Agreements, Federal Faci 1 i t i  es Agreements, and Federal Faci 1 i t y  Compl i ance 
Agreements. 

Compressed Gases (as a waste matrix) - Pressurized aerosol cans and gas  
cy1 i nders of any gas  composition. 
cylinders would be classified as debris. 

Iricl ude Ccnsect Order Consent Decree and Compl i ance 

Non-pressuri zed aerosol cans and gas 
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Concentration Based Standard - These standards were based on best 
demonstrated a v a i  iable technology (BDAT). The waste or waste extract  or  
treatment residue must not exceed these concentrations i f  the waste i s  t o  be 
1 and d i  sposed. 

Contact-Handled Waste (CH Waste) - Waste or waste containers whose external 
surface dose rate does not exceed 200 mrem per hour a t  surface o f  container. 

. 4 

CorrosiveKorrosivity - (1) A s o l i d  waste exhib i ts  cor ros iv i ty  i f  a sample o f  
the  waste i s  e i ther  aqueous and has a pH less than o r  equal t o  2 or  greater 
than or  equal t o  12.5. o r  i t  i s  a l i q u i d  and corrodes steel a t  a r a te  greater 
than 6.35 mm (0.250 inch) per year a t  a t es t  temperature o f  55"c (130°F). ( 2 )  
A chemical agent tha t  reacts w i th  the surface o f  a material causing i t  t o  
deter iorate or wear away. 
because o f  i t s  abi 1 i t y  t o  extract  and sol ubi 1 i ze tox ic  contaminants 
(especial ly heavy meta l s )  from other waste: i den t i f i es  waste that  requires the 
use of corrosion-r esistant containers f o r  disposal. 

(3) Ident i f ies  waste tha t  must be segregated 

Deactivation (DEACT) - The removal of the hazardous character ist ics o f  a waste 
due t o  i t s  i g n i t a b i l i t y .  cor ros iv i ty .  and/or reac t i v i t y .  

Debris - Materials. that  a re  p r imar i l y  nongeologic i n  o r i g i n  such as grass, 
t rees .  stumps, and man-made materials such as concrete, c lo th ing,  p a r t i a l l y  
bur ied whole or empty drums, capacitors. and other synthetic manufacturing 
items, such as l i n e r s .  ' It does not include synthetic organic chemicals. but 
may include materials contaminated w i th  these chemicals. 

Decommissioning - (1) Actions taken t o  reduce the potent ia l  health and safety 
impacts of DOE contaminated f a c i l i t i e s .  including a c t i v i t i e s  t o  s tab i l i ze ,  
reduce, or  remove radioactive materials o r  t o  demolish the f a c i l i t i e s .  
Preparations taken f o r  retirement of a nuclear f a c i l i t y  from act ive service, 
accompanied by the execution o f  .a program t o  reduce o r  stabi 1 i ze radioactive 
contamination. 
and decontaminating and/or disposing of it o r  placing i t  i n  a condit ion of 
standby wi th  appropriate controls and safeguards. 

Decontamination - The removal o f  unwanted material ( t y p i c a l l y  radioactive 
m a t e r i a l )  from f a c i l i t i e s ,  soils, or equipment by washing, chemical act ion,  
mechanical cleaning, or other techniques. 

Delist -.Use of the p e t i t i o n  process t o  have a waste  stream's tox ic  
des i gnat i on resci  nded . 

Delisting - According t o  40 CFR 260.20 and .22.  i n  order t o  be exempted from 
the  Resource Conservation and Recovery Act hazardous waste "system. " a 1 i s ted  
hazardous waste. a mixture o f  a l i s t e d  and s o l i d  waste. or  a derived-from 
waste must be del.isted. Characterist ic hazardous wastes never need t o  be 
de l i s ted .  but. can be treated t o  no longer exh ib i t  the character is t ic .  A 
contained-in waste also does not have t o  be del is ted:  i t  only has t o  "no 
longer contain" the hazardous waste. 

( 2 )  

(3) The process of removing a f a c i l i t y  o r  area from operation 
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Deriued-From Rule - This rule. states t h a t  any solid waste derived from the 
treatment, storage, or disposal of a listed RCRA hazardous waste is  i tself  a 
1 isted hazardous ;jaste regardless of the cmcentration of hazardous 
constituents. 
listed waste are hazardous wastes on the basis of the derived-from rule. 
Sol i d  wastes derived from a characteristic hazardous waste are hazardous 
wastes only i f  they  exhibit a characteristic. 

For example, ash and scrubber water from the incineration of a 

Designated Facility - A hazardous or mixed waste treatment, storage, or 
disposal  facility t h a t  has received an EPA permit or a n  interim permit i n  
accordance w i t h  the requirements of Parts 270 and 124 of 40 CFR,  a permit from 
a state authorized i n  accordance w i t h  Part 271 of 40 CFR. or t h a t  i s  regulated 
under 5 2 6 1 - 6 ( ~ > ( 2 )  or Subpart F of Part 266 of 40 CFR.  and t h a t  has been 
designated on the manifest by the  generator pursuant t o  5262.20. - 

Disposal ' -  Permanent isolation of waste w i t h  no intent o f  recovery 

Disposal Facility - (1) Land. structures, and equipment used for disposal of 
waste. ( 2 )  A f a c i l i t y  or part of a f a c i l i t y  a t  w h i c h  waste i s  intentionally 
placed i n t o  or on the land. or water. and a t  which waste wi l l  remain after 
closure. 

Effluent - (1) Airborne and l i q u i d  wastes discharged from a DOE s i t e  or 
faci 1 i t y  usual l y  fol  1 owing engi neeri ng waste treatment t o  meet a1 1 effluent 
controls, i n c l u d i n g  on-site retention and decay. This term does not include 
solid wastes. wastes for shipment off s i t e ,  wastes t h a t  are contained ( e . g . ,  
underground nuclear test  debris) or stored ( e . g . ,  i n  t a n k s )  or wastes t h a t  are 
t o  remain on-site through treatment or disposal. ( 2 )  Wastewater, treated or 
n o t .  t h a t  flows from a treatment p l a n t ,  sewer, or industrial o u t f a l l .  May 
refer t o  wastes discharged i n t o  surface waters. 

Elemental Lead (Activated and Non-Activated) (as a waste matrix) - Both 
surface contaminaied and activated elemental lead. Activated lead includes 
lead from accelerators or other neutrm sources t t i a t  may result i n  
i rradi a t i  on. 
counterweights. s h i p p i n g  casks, and other shielding materials. 

Envi ronmental Impact Statement (EIS) - (1 1 A document prepared i n accordance 
w i t h  the requirements of §102(2) ( C )  o f  National Environmental Pol icy Act 
( N E P A ) .  ( 2 )  A tool for decision making: i t  describes the positive and 
negative effects of the undertaking and l i s t s  alternative actions. The draft 
document (DEIS). prepared by the EPA or under EPA guidance, .attempts t o  
identify and analyze the envircnmental impacts of a proposed ac t ion  and 
feasible alternatives. 
preparation of the f i n a l  environmental impact statement. 

Environmental Restoration (ER)  - Measures t a k e n  t o  clean up and stabilize or 
restore a s i t e  t h z t  has been contaminated w i t h  hzardous substances during 
past production or di  sposal activities . 

Surface contaminated lead materi a1 s .i ncl ude bricks , 

The D E i S  and i s  circulated for public comment prior t o  



Envi rorimental Restoration Waste - Waste generated by envi ronmental restorat ion 
program a c t i v i t i e s .  

Ex is t ing  F a c i l i t y  - (1) Any equipment, structure,  system. process o r  a c t i v i t y  
t ha t  f u l f i l l s  a spec i f ic  purpose. 
areas, fusion research devices, nuclear reactors, production or  processing 
p lants ,  coal conversion plants, magneto-hydrodynamics experiments, windmil ls, 
radioact ive waste disposal systems and bur ia l  grounds, tes t ing  laborator ies,  
research laborator ies,  transportat ion a c t i v i t i e s .  and accommodations f o r  
analy t ica l  examinations o f  i r rad ia ted  and unirradiated components. ( 2 )  
Bui l d i  ngs and other structures : the i  r functional systems and equipment, 
including s i t e  development features such as landscaping, roads, walks and 
parking areas: cutside l i g h t i ~ g  and communications systems: central u t i l i t y  
p lants :  u t i l i t i e s  supply and d i s t r i bu t i on  systems: and other physical p lant 
features. (3) (a)  Any bui ld ing,  structure.  i ns ta l l a t i on ,  equipment, pipe o r  
p ipe l ine  ( inc lud ing any pipe i n t o  a sewer o r  pub l i c ly  owned treatment works). 
we1 1 , p i t  , pond, 1 agoon, impoundment, d i t ch .  1 andfi 11 , storage container, 
motor vehic le,  r o l l i n g  stock. or a i r c r a f t .  or (b)  any s i t e  or area where a 
hazardous substance has been deposited. stored. disposed o f .  o r  placed, or 
otherwise come t o  be located: but does not include any consumer product i n  
consumer use or any vessel. 

Fac i l  i t i e s  - Bui 1 dings and other structures : the i  r functional systems and 
equi prnent , i ncl  udi ng s i t e  devel opment features such as 1 andscapi ng, roads, 
walks and parking areas: outside l i g h t i n g  and communications systems: central 
u t i l i t y  p lants :  u t i l i t i e s  supply and d i s t r i bu t i on  systems: and other physical 
p lan t  features. 

Federal F a c i l i t y  Compliance Act (FFZAct) - On Gctcsber 6. 1992. the President 
o f  the United States signed the Federal F a c i l i t y  Compliance Act (FFCAct) i n t o  
1 aw. 
amended by the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). The FFCAct 
subjects the Department o f  Energy (DOE) t o  c i v i l  f ines and penalt ies fo r  
v io la t ions  of RCRA or  State hazardous waste requirements. However, DOE i s  not 
subject t o  f ines and penalties fo r  v io la t ions o f  the land disposal 
r e s t r i  c t i  ons (LDR) storage prohi b i  ti on f o r  m i  xed waste (regulat ions prohi b i t  
storage o f  hazardous waste  f o r  more. than one year) f o r  the next three years i f  
i t  meets cer ta in  requi rements . 

Examples include accelerators, storage 

The FFCAct amends the Sol i d  Waste Disposal Act, which was previously 

Federal Faci 1 i t y  Compl i ance Agreement (FFCA) - An agreement between the.  DOE 
and a host s ta te wi th  'respect t o  how and when some waste-related a c t i v i t y  w i l l  
be conducted t o  achieve compliance wi th  applicable regulat ions i n  a t imely 
manner. A ma jor  i r i v e r  or  constraint on a c t i v i t i e s  tha t  a par t i cu la r  s i t e  
must undertake f o r  waste operations. 

F i l t r a t i o n  - Removal or  separation o f  par t i c les  from a mixture o f  f l u i d  and 
pa r t i c l es  by a medium tha t  permits the f l o w  o f  the f l u i d  but r e t a i n s  the 
pa r t i c l es .  
from the f l u i d .  

Usually. the larger the par t i c les ,  the easier they a r e  t o  remove 
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Free Liqu id  - L i q u i d  t h a t  is not absorbed i n t o  host material such t h a t  i t  
could readily separate from the  solid portion o f  a waste under ambient 
temperature and pressure. and spill or drain from i t s  container. 

Generator - Refers t o  current or previously operated faci 1 i t ies  of .  the DOE 
t h a t  have produced or are producing waste. 

Hazardous Substance - 
§311(b)(2)(A) of :he Federal Waste Pollution Control Act (FWPCA);  ( b )  any 
element , compound, mixture, sol u t i  o n ,  or substance designated pursuant t o  §lo2 
of Comprehensive Envi ronmental Response Compensation and Li abi  1 i t y  Act 
(CERCLA) ; ( c )  any hazardous waste hav ing  the characteristics identified under 
or listed pursuant.to 93002 of the SWDA: ( d )  any tox ic  p o l l u t a n t  listed under 
§307(a) of the FWPCA: ( e )  any hazardous a i r  p o l l u t a n t  listed under §112 of the 
CAA; and ( f )  any imminently hazardous chemical substance or mixture w i t h  
respect t o  which the Administrator of €PA has taken action pursuant t o  §7 of 
Toxic Substance Control Act (TSCA). (2) Any material t h a t ,  poses a threat t o  
human health and/or the envi ronment . Typi cal hazardous substances are toxic  , 
corrosive, ignitable. explosive. or chemically reactive. ,Any substance 
designated by EPA t o  be reported i f  a designated q u a n t i t y  of the substance i s  
spilled i n  t h e  waters o f  the United States or i f  otherwise emitted in to  the 
environment. (3) §101(14) of CERCLA,  as amended. defines "hazardous 
substance" chiefly by reference t o  other envi ronmental statutes, such as the 
SWDA. FWPCA. CAA. and Toxic Substance Control Act (TSCA) . The term excludes 
petroleum, crude o i l  or any fraction thereof. natural gas, natural gas 
1 i q u i  ds , or synthetic gas usable  for fue l .  

Hazardous Waste (HW) - (1) Those wastes t h a t  are designated hazardous by EPA 
[or state] Regulations. (2) Byproducts of production or operation t h a t  can 
pose 'a potential hazard t o  human health or the environment when improperly 
managed and t h a t  possess a t  least one of four characteristics ( i g n i t a b i l i t y ,  
corrosi v i  t y  , reactivity , t o x i c i t y )  , or t h a t  appear on speci a1 EPA 1 i s ts  : 
A s o l i d  waste or combination of so l id  waste. t h a t .  because of i ts  q u a n t i t y ,  
concentration, or physical, chemical, or infectious characteristics. may ( a )  
cause, or significantly contribute t o ,  an  increase i n  mortality or an  increase 
i n  serious, irreversible. or i n c a p a c i t a t i n g  reversible illness: or ( b )  pose a 
substantial present or potential hazard t o  human health or the environment 
when improperly treated, stored, transported, or disposed o f ,  or otherwise 
managed. ( 4 )  Those wastes listed by EPA or meeting characteristics specified 
by EPA i n  their criteria pursuant t o  the Resource Conservation and Recovery 
Act ( R C R A ) .  Disposal treatment or storage of hazardous wastes can only take 
place i n  a s i t e  or f a c i l i t y  issued a permit by EPA or a state.  

Heterogeneous Debris (as a waste matrix) - Wastes w i t h  matrices meeting the 
definition of debris per the 8/18/92 land disposal restriction ( L O R )  debris 
rule making (57 FR 37194. 8/18/92). 
meet the cri teri a for categorization as either Orsanic Debri s or Inorqani c 
Debri s . 
residues or soi 1 . provided debris comprises no more t h a n  50 percent of the 
waste. 

D 
(1) ( a  ) Any substance designated pursuant t o  

B 
(3)  

This category includes debris t h a t  do not 

T h i s  category a1 so includes mixtures of debris and .  sol i d  process 
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High Level Radioactive Waste (HLW) - (1) The highly radioactive waste m a t e r i a l  
tha t  resu l ts  from the reprocessing o f  spent nuclear fue l ,  including l i q u i d  
waste produced d i rec t l y  i n  reprocessing and ar?y so l i d  waste derived from the 
l i q u i d ,  t ha t  contains a combination o f  transuranic (TRU) waste and f i ss ion  
products i n  concentrations requir ing permanent i so la t ion .  ( 2 ) ( a )  I r rad iated 
reactor f u e l ,  (b) l i q u i d  wastes resgl t ing from the operation o f  the f i r s t  
cycle solvent extract ion system. o r  equivalent, and the concentrated wastes 
from subsequent extract ion cycles. o r  equivalent. i n  a f a c i l i t y  f o r  
reprocessing i r rad iated reactor fue l ,  and (c)  sol ids i n t o  which such l i q u i d  
wastes have been converted. (3) As defined by the Nuclear Waste Policy Act 
(NWPA). high l e v e l  waste i s  ( a )  the h igh ly  radioactive material resu l t ing  from 
the reprocessing o f  spent nuclear fue l ,  including the l i q u i d  waste produced 
d i r e c t l y  i n  reprocessing and any s o l i d  material derived from such l i q u i d  waste 
tha t  contains f i ss ion  products i n  suf f ic ient  concentrations: and (b) other 
h igh ly  radioactive m a t e r i a l  tha t  the NRC. consistent wi th  ex is t ing  l a w ,  
determines by ru le  t o  require permanent i so la t ion .  (4)  Waste generated i n  the' 
fuel of a nuclear reactor, or waste found a t  nuclear reactors or  nuclear fuel 
reprocessing plants. 
near them without shielding. 

4 

These wastes are a serious threat t o  anyone who comes 

High Pressure Washing - High pressure washing a t  the Fernald Environmental 
Management Project (FEMP) i s  a means o f  decontaminating materials and 
equipment on-s i te .  High pressure washing i s  accomplished through the 
appl i c a t i  on o f  water  or  steam sprays o f  suf f ic ient  temperature, pressure. 
residence t i m e ,  ag i ta t ion,  surfactants and detergents t o  remove contaminated 
debri s surface 1 ayers. 

I g n i t a b i l i t y  - A waste property describing l i q u i d  waste w i th  a f lash  point  
lower than 140°F. an oxidizer or  ign i tab le  compressed l i q u i d  per Department o f  
Transportation Regulations. or  a s o l i d  that ign i tes due t o  f r i c t i o n  and burns 
v i  gorous 1 y . 

Immobi 1 i za t i on  - Treatment of w a s t e  through macroencapsul a t i  on, 
m i  croencapsul a t i  or!. or  seal i ng t o  reduce surface exposure t o  potent i  a1 
1 eachi ng media or reduces the leachabi 1 i ty  o f  hazardous consti tuents . 

Immobilized Materials - Materials tha t  are f ixed i n  a matr ix.  

Inc inerat ion - (1) The engineered 'process o f  combusting o f  sol i d ,  1 i qui d, o r  
gaseous wastes i n t o  noncombustible gases and s o l i d  ash. 
technology using combustion t o  destroy organic constituents and reduce the 
volume o f  wastes. 

(2 )  A treatment 

Inorganic Debris (as  a waste m a t r i x )  - Wastes wi th  matrices meeting the 
d e f i n i t i o n  of debris per the 8/18/92 land disposal r e s t r i c t i o n  debris r u l e  
making (57 FR 37194. 8/18/92). 
wastes tha t  contain >90 percent inorganic debris. Examples o f  inorganic 
debris materials are :  metal sha?es (e.g.  equipment. scrap), metal turnings. 
g l  ass (e.  g . 1 i ght tubes, i eaded g l  ass. e tc .  ) , ceramic materi a1 s , concrete. 
rocks. 

More speci f ica l ly  t h i s  category i s  defined fo r  

E-8 
PSTP - Appendix E 
# STP-001 Rev 1 



Inorganic S1 udges/Particul ates (as a waste matri x >  - Sol i d  process resi dues 
w i t h  a predominately inorganic matrix. Sol i d  process residues are sol ids t h a t  
do not  f i t  the definition o f  debris. Typically, these solids are sludge or 
parti cul ate materi a1 s . Waste i n  t h i  s category may a1 so contain some debri s 
materials provided the amount of debris is less t h a n  50 percent (based on land  
disposal restriction debris rule). The solids i n  this category may be 
contaminated w i t h  , or contain organics, such t h a t  thermal treatment i s  
required. However, the matrices are predominantly inorganic such t h a t  thermal 
treatment would result i n  a h i g h  residue. 
category are: sludges, ashes, sand b l a s t i n g  media, absorbed aqueous or organic 
1 i qui  ds (or inorganic parti cul ate absorbents 1, i on exchange resi ns , and pai n t  
chips/residues. 

Example waste materials i n  this 

Lab Packs w i t h  Metals and Lab Packs w i t h o u t  Metals (as waste matrices) - 
Wastes w i t h  one or more small containers of free liquids or solids surrounded 
by solid materials (virgin or waste materials) w i t h i n  a larger container. 
These categories include scintillation fluids t h a t  are packaged w i t h  v ia l s .  
Lab packed wastes contaminated w i t h  TC metals are categorized as "Lab packs 
w i t h  Metals". Lab packed wastes t h a t  are not  contaminated w i t h  TC metals are 
categori zed as "Lab packs w i t h o u t  Metals" . 

Land Disposal Restrictions (LDRs) - A Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
(RCRA) program t h a t  restricts l a n d  disposal of RCRA hazardous wastes and 
requi res treatment t o  promulgated treatment standards. 

Leachate - (1) Any l i q u i d .  i n c l u d i n g  any suspended components i n  the l i q u i d .  
t h a t  has percolated through or drained from hazardous waste. 
contaminated 1 i q u i d  resulting when water percolates, or trickles, through 
waste. materi a1 s and col lects components o f  those wastes. 

Legacy Waste - The Legacy Waste popula t ion  consists largely of wastes 
generated as part of former production operations inc lud ing  maintenance 
activities and u t i l i t y  operations. 

Listed Waste - Wastes speci fical l y  1 i sted as hazardous under Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act ( R C R A ) .  

Liquid-Liquid Extraction (LLEXT) - Extraction (often referred t o  as solvent 
extraction) of organics from l i q u i d  wastes i n t o  a n  immiscible solvent for 
w h i c h  the hazardous constituents have a greater solvent a f f i n i t y .  The extract 
is  high i n  organics and must under'go either incineration, reuse as a fuel, or 
other recovery/reuse. A raffinate is also produced t h a t  is proportionately 
low i n  organics and must be treated as specified i n  the standard. 

( 2 )  A 
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Low Level Radioactive Waste (LLW) - (1) Waste tha t  contains rad ioac t iv i t y  and 
i s  not c lass i f i ed  as high level  waste. Transuranic (TRU) waste. or  spent 
nuclear f u e l ,  o r  the t a i l i n g s  or wastes produced by the ext ract ion or  
concentration o f  uranium or thorium from any ore processed pr imar i l y  f o r  i t s  
source material content. Test specimens o f  f iss ionable material i r rad ia ted  
f o r  research and development only.  and not f o r  the production o f  power or  
plutonium, may be c lass i f ied as low  level  radioactive waste, provided the 
concentration o f  TRU i s  less than 100 Nci /g.  

Macroencapsulation (MACRO) - Application of surface coating materials wi th  
polymeric organics or a jacket of i n e r t  inorganic materi a1 s t o  substanti a1 l y  
reduce surface exposure t o  potent ia l  leaching media. Macroencapsulation 
spec i f i ca l l y  does not include any material that  would be c lass i f i ed  as a tank 
o r  contai ner according t o  40 CFR 260.10. 

Metals Recovery (RMETL) - Recovery o f  metals o r  inorganics u t i l i z e s  one o r  
more o f  the fol lowing d i rec t  physical removal technologies: (1) ion exchange: 
(2) res in  or  s o l i d  (i . e . ,  zeol i tes)  adsorption: (3) reverse osmosis: (4 )  
chelat ion and solvent extract ion:  (5) freeze c rys ta l l i za t i on :  (6) 
u l t r a f i l t r a t i o n  and/or ( 7 )  simple p rec ip i ta t ion  (i .e. c rys ta l l i za t i on ) .  This 
does not preclude the use o f  other physical phase separation or  concentration 
techni ques such as decantat i on, f i 1 t r a  t i on, ( i ncl  udi ng u l  t r a  f i 1 t r a  t i on 1 and 
centr i fugat ion,  when use i n  conjunction w i th  the above l i s t e d  recovery 
techno1 ogi es . 

Mixed Low Level Waste (MLLW) - Low level  waste that  also includes hazardous 
consti tuents as i den t i f i ed  i n  40 CFR 261. Subparts C and D.  

Mixed TRU (MlRU) Waste - Transuranic (TRU) waste that  also includes hazardous 
consti tuents as i den t i f i ed  i n  40 CFR 261. Subparts C and D.  

Mixed Waste - (1) Radioactive waste (as defined by the'Atomic Energy Act) tha t  
contains material l i s t e d  as hazardous waste i n  Subpart C o f  40 CFR 261 or  that  
exh ib i ts  any o f  the hazardous waste character ist ics i d e n t i f i e d  i n  Subpart C o f  
40 CFR 261. 
components, as defined by the Atomic Energy Act (AM) and the Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) . The term "radi oacti ve component" r e f e r s  
only t o  the actual radionuclides dispersed or  suspended i n  the waste 
substance. 

(2) Waste that  contains both radioactive and hazardous 

Mixture Rule - Under the mixture ru le .  when any so l i d  waste and a l i s t e d  
hazardous waste are mixed. the en t i re  mixture i s  a l i s t e d  hazardous waste.  
Mixtures o f  s o l i d  wastes and character is t ic  hazardous wastes are hazardous 
only i f  the mixture exhibi ts a character is t ic .  (40 CFR 261.3(a)(2)) 

Neutralization (NEUTR) - Use of the following reagents, waste reagents. or 
combinations o f  reagents: (1) acids: ( 2 )  bases: or (3 )  water, including waste 
waters resu l t ing  i n  a pH greater than 2 but less than 12.5 as measured i n  the 
aqueous res i  duals . 
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On-site - Located w i t h i n  a single research or production DOE s i t e :  e .g . .  LANL 
i s  a s i t e ,  as is  Idaho National Engineering Laboratory ( I N E L ) .  SNL, etc. ' On-site Facility - A hazardous waste treatment, storage, or disposal area t h a t  
i s  located on the generating s i t e .  

Operable Unit (OU) - (1) A discrete action t h a t ,  comprises a n  incremental step 
toward comprehensively addressing s i t e  problems. This discrete portion of a 
remedi a1 response manages migration, m i  t i  gates a re1 ease. threat of re1 ease, 
or pathway of exposure. The cleanup of a s i t e  can be divided i n t o  a number of 
operable units , depending on the complexity of the problems associated w i t h  
the s i t e .  
specific s i t e  problems, i n i t i a l  phases of a n  action, or a set of actions 
performed. or actions t h a t  are concurrent b u t  located i n  different parts of a 
s i t e .  (2) A discrete portion of a s i t e  consisting of one or multiple release 
si tes considered together for assessment and cleanup activities. 
criteria for placement of release si te$ i n t o  an operable u n i t  include 
geographic proxi mi t y  , simi 1 ari t y  of waste characteri sti cs and s i t e  type, and 
for economies of scale. (3)  An overall response action t h a t  by. i tself  
eliminates or mitigates a release. a threat of a release, or an  exposure 
pathway . 

Organic Debris (as a waste matrix) - Wastes w i t h  matrices meeting the 
definition of debris per the 8/18/92 l a n d  disposal restriction ( L D R )  debris 
rule making (57 FR 37194. 8/18/92). More specifically this category is 
defined for wastes t h a t  contain >90 percent organic debris. Example organic 
debris materi a1 s are: rags including "sol vent rags" , plastic, rubber, paper, 
wood, g l  ovebox gloves i n c l u d i n g  1 ead-1 i ned, and animal carcasses. 
Organic Liquids (as a waste matrix) - Liquids  and slurries w i t h  a t o t a l  
organic carbon (TOC) content greater t h a n  or equal t o  1 percent. 
must be flowable (e.g.  suspended/settled solids can be up t o  approximately 35- 
40 percent). Only liquids or slurries packaged or stored i n  bulk form ( i  . e .  . 
t a n k  stored, drummed bulk free l i q u i d s )  are included i n  this category. 
Liquids packaged i n  l a b  pack-type configuration are categorized as l a b  packs. 

Operable units may address geographical portions of a s i t e ,  

Primary 

Slurries 
B 

Organic Sludges/Particulates (as a waste matrix) - Sol id  process residues 
w i t h  a n  organic matrix. 
definition of debris. Typica l ly .  these solids are sludge or particulate 
'materials . Waste i n  this category may a1 so contain some debris materi a1.s 
provided the amount of debris i s  less t h a n  50 percent (based on Land Disposal 
Restriction ( L D R )  debris rule). As opposed t o  Inorsanic Sludqes/Particulates, 
wastes i n  this category would not  leave a large residue when thermally 
treated. Example waste materials i n  this category are: organic sludges, 
(e.g. sewage sludges) activated carbon, organic resins, and absorbed l iquids  
(organic particulate absorbents). 

Package - For radioactive materials, the packaging together w i t h  i t s  
radioactive contents. 

Sol id  process residues are solids t h a t  do not f i t  the 
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Packaging - For radioactive materials, the assembly of components necessary t o  
ensure compl i ance w i t h  the packaging requi rements w i t h  Department o f  
Transportation (DOT). 
materials, spacing structures, thermal insulators, radiation shielding, 
devices for cool i ng and shock absorbing mechani sms . The conveyance. t i  e-down 
system. and auxiliary equipment may be part of the packaging. 

pH - A measure of the a c i d i t y  or a l k a l i n i t y  of a 1 i q u i d  or so l id  material. 

Pol 1 utant or Contaminant - Any element , substance, compound. or mi xture, t h a t  
i s  released in to ,  the environment and upon exposure t o  any organism may 
reasonably cause death. disease. behavioral abnormalities, genetic m u t a t i o n ,  
phys i 01 ogi cal mal f uncti ons or physi ca 1 deformati ons . Petroleum , i ncl udi ng 
fractions and crude o i l ,  i s  exempt from classification as a hazardous 
substance. 

i t  may consist of one or more receptacles. absorbent 

Precipitat ion (PRECP) - Treatment of metals and other inorganics w i t h  reagents 
t o  form i nsol ubl e preci p i  ta tes  of oxides, hydri des, carbonates. sul f i  des, 
sul fates,  chl ori des, fluorides. or phosphates. The fol 1 owi ng reagents or 
waste reagents are typically used alone or i n  combination: 
containing oxides and/or hydroxides of calcium and/or magnesium: (2) caustic 
( i  . e .  , sodium and/or potassium hydroxides: (3) soda ash ( i  . e .  sodium 
carbonate): (4)  sodium sulfide: (5) ferric sulfate o r  ferric chloride: ( 6 )  
a lum:  or ( 7 )  sodium sulfate. Addi t iona l  flocculating, coagulat ing or similar 
reagents/processes t h a t  enhance sludge dewatering characteristics are not 
precluded from use. 

Preferred Option - Specific technology(s1 and fac i l i ty (s1  used t o  treat mixed 
waste. 

(1) Lime ( i  . e . ,  

Pretreatment Processes - Processes ( e . g . ,  shredding, grinding, physical 
separation, e t c . )  t h a t  make the waste amenable t o  the treatment process t h a t  
ultimately destroys. removes, or immobi 1 i zes the hazardous contaminants or 
characteristics of the waste. 

Project - A project i s  the mechanism t o  implement the Preferred Opt ion .  A 
project may contain one or more Preferred Options. All Fernald Environmental 
Management Project (FEMP) waste is  assigned t o  a project. 

Projectize - The operation of sorting, organizing, and assigning waste t o  a 
project by evaluating of the waste against the parameters of each possible 
project. 

Radiation - (1) Ionizing radiation t h a t  includes any or a l l  of the following: 
gamma rays and x-rays, a l p h a  and beta particles, high-speed electrons, 
neutrons. high-speed protons. and other atomic particles. This  definition 
does not i ncl ude non- i oni z ing radi a t i  ons . such as sound, microwave, radi owave 
and visible. infrared, or ultraviolet l i g h t .  ( 2 )  Refers t o  the process of 
emitting energy i n  the form of rays or particles t h a t  are thrown off by 
disintegrating atoms. The rays or particles emitted may consist of a l p h a ,  
beta, or gamma radiation. 

Radioactive Mixed Waste - (See Mixed Waste) 
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Radioactive Waste - (1) S o l i d ,  l i q u i d ,  or gaseous material t h a t  contains 
radionuclides regulated under the Atomic Energy Act ( A E A )  of 1954, as amended, 
and of negligible economic value considering costs of recovery. (2) A solid,  
1 i qu i  d ,  or gaseous materi a1 of negl i gi  bl e economic value t h a t  contai ns 
radionuclides i n  excess of threshold quantities. 
contaminated by radionuclides from nuclear weapons testing. 

Does not  include material 

Radioactivity - (1) The spontaneous nuclear decay of a material w i t h  a 
corresponding release of energy i n  the form of particles or electromagnetic 
radiation. (2) The property or characteristic of radi oacti ve materi a1 t o  
spontaneously "disintegrate" w i t h  the emission of energy i n  the form of 
radiation. The u n i t  of radioactivity i s  the curie or becquerel . 

Radionuclide - (1) 'A species of atom h a v i n g  a n  unstable nucleus. t h a t  is 
subj,ect t o  spontaneous decay. 
nuclide i s  a species of atom characterized by the constitution of i t s  nucleus 
and hence by the number of protons. the number of neutrons. and the energy 
content. 

(2) Any nuclide t h a t  emits radiation. A 

RCRA Closure - The a c t  of securing a Hazardous Waste Management Facility 
pursuant t o  the requirements of 40 C F R ,  Part 264. 

Reactive,Metals (as a waste matrix) - 
contaminated w i t h  reactive metals. Bu lk  reactive metals include sodium: 
a l k a l i  metal alloys, a luminum fines, uranium fines, zirconium fines, and  other 
pyrophori c materi a1 s . 
other materials w i t h  a residue or reactive metals t h a t  cannot be separated 
from the equipment medium. 

B u l k  reactive metals and equipment 

Contami nated equi pment i ncl udes pi p i  ng , pumps, and  

Reactivity - (1) A characteristic of a waste t h a t  i s  explosive, reacts 
violently w i t h  water, or generates toxic gases when exposed t o  water or 
liquids t h a t  are moderately acidic or alkaline. 
of hazardous waste t h a t  identifies waste t h a t  under routine management, 
presents a hazard because of i nstabi 1 i t y  or extreme reactivity . 

(2) An EPA characterization 

Recovery or Reuse o f  Compressed Gases (RCGAS) - Recovery or reuse of 
compressed gases includes techniques such as reprocessing of the 'gases for 
reuse or resale: f i l tering or adsorption of impurities: 
reuse or resale; and  use of the gas as a fuel source. 

remixing for direct 

Recovery o f  Organics (RORGS) - Recovery of organics u t i l i z i n g  one or more of 
the following technologies: (1) D i s t i l l a t i o n :  ( 2 )  t h i n  f i lm evaporation: 
(3)  steam stripping: (4) carbon adsorption: (5)  cri t ical  f l u i d  extraction: 
(6 )  1 i q u i  d -1  i qu id  extraction: ( 7 )  precipi t a t i  on/crystall i z a t i o n  (including 
freeze crystall ization);  or (8)  chemical phase separation techniques ( i  . e . ,  
a d d i t i o n  of acids, bases. demulsifiers. or similar chemicals). This does not 
preclude the use of other physical phase separation techniques such as 
decantation, f i l t ra t ion ( i n c l u d i n g  ultrafi 1 tration) , and centrifugation, used 
i n  conjunction w i t h  the above listed recovery technologies. 
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Remedial Action (RA) - (1) A c t i v i t i e s  conducted a t  DOE f a c i l i t i e s  t o  reduce 
p o t e n t i a l  r i s k s  t o  people. o r  harm t o  the. environment from e i t h e r  rad ioact ive 
o r  hazardous substance contamination. ( 2 )  Those act ions consistent w i t h  
permanent remedy taken instead. or  i n  add i t i on  t o .  removal ac t i on  i n  the event 
of a release o r  threatened release o f  a hazardous substance i n t o  the  
environment. (3) The term includes actions a t  t he  l oca t i on  o f  t he  release. 
Other a c t i v i t i e s  may be included a t  the d i r e c t i o n  o f  the President. 
d e f i n i t i o n  i s  i n  §101(24) o f  CERCLA. 

e 
Complete 

Remote-Handled Waste (RH Waste) - ('1) Packaged waste w i t h  an external  surface 
dose r a t e  that  exceeds 200 mrem per hour. 

Remote Handling - Handling of wastes from a distance t o  protect  human 
operators from unnecessary exposure. 

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) P a r t  A Permit - The f i r s t  p a r t  
o f  a Resource Conservation and Recovery Act permit appl i c a t i  on t h a t  i dent i  f i  es 
t reatment,  storage. and disposal u n i t s  w i t h i n  a to-be-permit ted f a c i l i t y .  

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) Permit, P a r t  B - The de ta i l ed  
second p a r t  o f  a RCRA permit app l i ca t i on  t h a t  describes how hazardous waste 
w i l l  be managed a t  a treatment, storage, o r  disposal f a c i l i t y . .  

Screening - A system designed t o  prevent p a r t i c l e s  o r  l i q u i d s  i n  one area from 
m i  x i  ng o r  reac t i ng  w i t h  another. 

Segregation - Separation o f  waste materi a1 s t o  f a c i  1 i t a t e  hand1 i ng . storage, 
t reatment,  t ranspor ta t i on ,  or  d isposal .  

Shredding - Any system t h a t  cuts or tears mater ia l  i n t o  smaller pieces. 

S i t e  - (1) A geographic e n t i t y  comprising land. bu i l d ings ,  and other 
f a c i l i t i e s  required t o  perform program object ives.  Generally a s i t e  has the  
requi red f a c i l i t i e s  f o r  management funct ions.  A s i t e  i s  not a s a t e l l i t e  o f  
another s i t e .  (2 )  For the purposes o f  the ERWM Five-Year Plan, s i t e s  are 
lands. i n s t a l l a t i o n s ,  o r  f a c i l i t i e s  for  which DOE has o r  shares r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  
f o r  ERWM a c t i v i t i e s .  (3) An area a t  which hazardous substances have been 
located.  This includes a l l  contiguous land. and improvements on t h e  land used 
f o r  t reatment,  storage, o r  disposal of hazardous substances. A s i t e  may 
cons is t  o f  several trea.tment, storage, o r  disposal f a c i  1 i ti es (e . g  . , 
impoundments , contai  ners , bui 1 d i  ngs , o r  equipment 1. 

S i t e  Characterization - The program o f  explorat ion and research, both i n  t h e  
l abo ra to ry  and i n  the  f i e l d .  undertaken t o  es tab l i sh  the geologic condi t ions 
and t h e  ranges o f  those parameters o f  a p a r t i c u l a r  s i t e .  . S i t e  
cha rac te r i  z a t i  on i nc l  udes borings , surface excavations , excavation o f  
exploratory  sha f t s ,  1 im i ted  subsurface l a t e r a l  excavations and borings and 
geophysical t e s t i n g .  

S i t e  Closure and Stab i l i za t ion  - Those actions taken upon completion o f  
operat ions t o  prepare the disposal s i t e  for  custodial  care and ensure the  s i t e  
w i l l  remain s tab le  and not need ac t i ve  maintenance. 
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Soil (as a waste matrix) - Soils contaminated w i t h  hazardous constituents 
and  radioactivity t h a t  are stored i n  waste containers . 
contaminated w i t h  organ1 cs , i norgani cs , or both .  

Includes soi 1 s 

S t a b i l i z a t i o n  (STABL) - A broad class of treatment processes t h a t  immobilize 
hazardous constituents i n  a waste. For treatment of metals i n  low-level mixed 
wastes and for Transuranic (TRU) wastes contai  n i  ng 1 ow-1 eve1 radi oacti ve 
components, s t a b i  1 i za t ion  technologies reduces leachabi 1 i t y  of hazardous metal 
constituents. 

Steam Stripping - A continuous process consisting of a boiler, stripping 
column, condenser, and collection t a n k .  Steam stripping of organics from 
l i q u i d  wastes utilizes direct application of steam t o  the wastes operated such 
t h a t  l i q u i d  and vapor flow rates. as well as. temperature and pressure ranges 
have been optimized, monitored and maintained. These operating parameters 
depend upon the design parameters of the u n i t .  The result i s  a condensed 
extract h i g h  i n  organics t h a t  must undergo either incineration, reuse as a 
fuel , or other recovery/reuse. Extracted wastewater must undergo further 
treatment as specified i n  the standard. 

Storage - (1) Temporary ho ld ing  of waste pending treatment or disposal. 
Storage methods include containers, tanks, waste pi les ,  and surface 
impoundments. 
or for a period of years, i n  such a manner as not t o  constitute disposal of 
such hazardous waste. (3)  Retrievable retention of waste pending disposal. , 

( 2 )  Containment of hazardous waste, either on a temporary basis 

Storage F a c i l i t y  - Land area. structures, and  equipment used for the storage 
of waste. 

Storage U n i t  - A discrete part of the storage facil i ty i n  which  waste i s  
stored. 

Techno1 ogy Based Standard - Speci f i  ed techno1 ogy or an  equi valent treatment 
method approved by the Administrator of EPA t h a t  must be met achieved t o  l a n d  
d i  spose waste. 

Thermal Treatment - Treatment of hazardous waste t h a t  uses elevated 
temperatures as the primary means t o  change the chemical, phys ica l .  or 
bi ol ogi cal character or composition of the hazardous waste. Examples of 
thermal treatment processes are incineration, pyrolysis, calcination, wet a i r  
o x i d a t i o n .  and microwave discharge. 

Transuranic Waste (TRU) - This core definition appears i n  modified form i n  
various relevant documents: Waste containing alpha-emi t t i n g  radionuclides 
w i t h  an  atomic number greater t h a n  92 and half-lives greater t h a n  20 years, a t  
concentrations greater t h a n  100 Nci/g of waste. 

Treatability Group - Based on the radioactive characteristics. hazardous 
components, and physical /chemical matrices of DOE waste, DOE has grouped i t s  
wastes t o  reflect salient treatment considerations for each waste stream. 
These "treatability groups" are used t o  relate waste streams and waste 
quantities t o  treatment faci  1 i t ies  and technology development needs. 
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Treatment - Any method. technique. or process designed t o  change the physical 
o r  chemical character of waste rendering i t  less hazardous, safer t o  
t ranspor t ,  store or dispose. o r  reduced i n  volume. 

Treatment Facility - Specific area o f  land. structures, and equipment 
dedi cated t o  waste treatment and re1 ated a c t i v i t i e s  . 

e 
Treatment, Storage, and Disposal (TSD) Facility - Any structure or  
i n s t a l l a t i o n  where a radioactive or  hazardous substance i s  treated, stored, o r  
d i  sposed. 

Treatment System - Equipment and processes used fo r  s i m i l a r  was te  types a t  
treatment f a c i l i t i e s .  A treatment system i s  the un i t  treatment operation or  
sequence o f  u n i t  treatment operations carr ied out on a l l  wastes tha t  enter the 
system. 

Vitrification - ( I )  A waste  treatment process i n  which calcined or another 
decomposed form o f  waste i s  mixed wi th  glass and fused i n t o  a s o l i d  mass. 
(2 )  The process o f  immobilizing waste tha t  produces a g lass- l i ke  s o l i d  tha t  
permanently captures the radioactive mater ia ls.  

Volatile Organic Compound (VOC) - An oraanic (carbon-containing) compound that  
evaporates ( v o l a t i  1 izes) readi ly  a t  raom temperature. 

Waste Acceptance Criteria (WAC) - The c r i t e r i a  used t o  determine i f  waste and 
waste packages a re  acceptable f o r  treatment. storage, t ransportat ion and . 

d i  moss 1 DurDoses . 
I ,  

Waste Characterization - Ac t i v i t i es  t o  determine t h e  extent and nature o f  the 
waste. 

Waste Form - The physical o r  chemical form o f  the waste such as sludges, 
combustibles. metals, etc. 

Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) - (1) The project  authorized under 9213 o f  
t he  DOE National Security and Mi l i tary Applications o f  Nuclear Energy 
Author izat ion Act o f  1980 (Public Law 96-164: 93 S t a t .  1259. 1265) t o  
demonstrate the safe disposal o f  radioact ive waste materials generated by 
atomic energy defense a c t i v i t i e s .  (2) A research and development f a c i l i t y ,  
located near Carlsbad. New Mexico. t o  be used f o r  demonstrating the safe 
disposal o f  transuranic (TRU) wastes from DOE a c t i v i t i e s .  

Waste Management - Planning, coordination, and d i rect ion funct ions'related t o  
generati on, hand1 i ng , treatment, storage, transportat ion, and waste disposal , 
i nc l  udi  ng associ ated survei 11 ance and maintenance ac t i  v i  ti es . 

Waste Minimization - (1) An act ion tha t  avoids or reduces generation o f  waste 
by source reduction, improving energy usage. o r  by recycl ing. This act ion i s  
consistent w i th  the general goal of minimizing present and fu ture threats t o  
human heal th,  safety,  and the environment. (2 )  Reduction o f  hazardous waste 
t h a t  i s  generated p r i o r  t o  treatment, storage. or disposal o f  the waste. 
Waste minimization includes any source reduction o r  recycl ing a c t i v i t y  t ha t  
resu l t s  i n  e i ther  reducticn o f  t o t a l  volume o f  hazardous waste,  reduction of 
t o x i c i t y  o f  hazardous waste o r  both. 
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Waste Segregation - Separation of waste materials before the package or 
repackage process t o  faci 1 i tate hand1 i ng , storage, treatment, transportation, 
or disposal. 

Waste Stream - Waste materials w i t h  specific definable characteristics t h a t  
remain the same throughout the process generating the waste stream. A waste 
stream i s  produced by a single process or sub-process: however, t h a t  process 
or sub-process may be one t h a t  combines two or more i n p u t  waste streams 
together t o  produce a single o u t p u t  waste stream. 

Wastewaters - Wastes t h a t  contain less t h a n  1 percent by weight t o t a l  organic 
carbon (TOC) and less t h a n  1 percent by weight t o t a l  suspended solids (TSS). 
Wastewater includes solvent-water mixtures t h a t  contain less t h a n  1 percent by 
weight TOC or less t h a n  1 percent by w e i g h t  t o t a l  FOO1. FOO2. F003, F004. F005 
solvent constituents listed i n  Q86.41, Table CCWE (Constituent Concentrations 
i n  Waste Extract 1 .  

Water Wash/Separati ng - Water washlseparati ng contaminants from debri s and 
equipment i s achieved through appl  i ca t i  on of water or steam sprays provi d i  ng 
sufficient temperature, pressure, resi dence time, a g i t a t i o n .  surfactants, and 
detergents t o  remove hazardous contaminants from debris surfaces or t o  remove 
contaminated debris surface 1 ayers . Thi s could be completed through washing 
the waste w i t h  detergents i n  machines w h i c h  agitate and remove contaminants 
from the waste material. 

Wet Air Oxidation (WETOX) - A treatment technology applicable t o  wastewaters 
contai n i  ng organi cs a n d  oxi d i  zab l  e i norgani cs such as cyani de. 
principle of operation for wet a i r  ox ida t ion  i s  t h a t  the enhanced s o l u b i l i t y  
of oxygen i n  water a t  high temperatures and pressures a i d  i n  the oxida t ion  of 
organics . 

The basi c 
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APPENDIX F 

RECEIPT AND MANAGEMENT 
OF TREATMENT RESIDUALS 



Appendix F, Receipt and Management 
o f  Treatment Residual s 

Appendix F provides a residue management p lan  for the FEMP. The FEMP wi  11 
seek approval of the OEPA i f  required t o  receive back and manage treatment 
residuals derived from the off-site treatment of FEMP wastes prior t o  f i n a l  
disposition. This p l a n  was developed t o  address the possible return and 
management of treatment residues resulting from incineration a t  the TSCA 
Incinerator . 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION B This aimendix i d e n t i f i e s  the  s t e m  t h a t  the FEMP w i l l  f o l l ow  when 
accept'ing FEMP treatment residuais from an o f f - s i t e  treatment f a c i l i t y .  
No hazardous waste from o f f - s i t e  f a c i l i t i e s  i s  accepted and/or stored a t  
the  FEMP unless the condit ions o f  t h i s  Residual Management Plan and o f  
t he  Consent Decree and i t s  s t ipu la ted  amendment are met. 
terms o f  the  Consent Decree, "No hazardous or  mixed waste from an o f f -  
s i t e  source not already l i s t e d  i n  the  [FEMP] P a r t  B Permit Appl icat ion,  
o r  a rev is ion  as o f  the date o f  ent ry  o f  t h i s  Consent Decree, sha l l  be 
stored, disposed or t reated a t  the  [FEMP] without t he  p r i o r  approval of 
t he  State o f  Ohio." 

Under the  

Thi s Residuals Management P1 an i s consi dered an In te r im  F i  nal document. 
No l a t e r  than December 31, 1995. DOE sha l l  submit a Final  Residuals 
Management Plan f o r  review and approval by the  Ohio EPA. Upon approval 
o f  the  Ohio EPA. the approved Final  Residuals Management Plan sha l l  
supercede t h i s  In te r im Final Document and be automat ical ly incorporated 
i n t o  the  Compliance Plan Volume. 
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2.0 SOURCE(S1 OF TREATMENT RESIDUALS 

The FEMP anticipates t h a t  i t  will continue t o  send hazardous waste o f f -  
s i t e  for treatment prior t o  f i n a l  disposition. The FEMP may be 
requested and/or requi red t o  receive back and manage residues deri ved 
from the treatment of FEMP wastes prior t o  their disposal. An example 
of treatment generating residues i s  the current use of the Department of 
Energy TSCA Incinerator located i n  Oak Ridge, Tennessee for the 
treatment of mixed wastes amenable t o  incineration. 

D 

Currently, the FEMP does not anticipate receiving residues back from the 
TSCA Incinerator. I f  this s i tua t ion  should change, the residues will be 
accepted under the conditions of this Residual Management P lan  and of 
the Consent Decree and i t s  Stipulated Amendment and i n  accordance w i t h  
Section C-Waste Characteristics of the FEMP’s RCRA Part B Permit 
Appl i ca t i  on. 

The l i q u i d  mixed wastes t h a t  are shipped t o  the TSCA Incinerator for 
treatment are comingled w i t h  the wastes from other DOE s i tes .  The 
exi sti ng incineration process, process configuration, and storage of 
post process residuals does not allow for dedicated batching or batch 
segregation from i n d i v i d u a l  DOE s i tes .  The resulting residuals from 
this treatment process could potentially contain any combination of EPA 
waste codes identified i n  the FEMP’s RCRA Part B permit application. 
The FEMP cannot accept any residues containing waste codes t h a t  are not 
identified i n  the permit application or without  prior approval o f  the 
State of Ohio. 
unless t h a t  waste contains radionuclides which have originated from the 
FEMP or w i t h o u t  prior approval of the State of Ohio. Any other off-si te 
waste will  be brought on-site only i n  accordance w i t h  the Consent Decree 
and i t ’ s  Stipulated Amendments. 

The FEMP i s  currently anticipating t h a t  most of the l i q u i d  mixed wastes 
on-site meeting the TSCA Waste Acceptance Criteria will be shipped t o  
the TSCA Incinerator for treatment. An annual burn plan is formulated 
for the incineration of a l l  mixed waste l iquids  a t  the TSCA Incinerator. 
This burn p l a n  a l l o t s  a predetermined percentage o f  the t o t a l  mixed 
waste l i q u i d  capacity of the TSCA Incinerator t o  the FEMP for the 
incineration of FEMP wastes. 
residuals t h a t  could be returned t o  the FEMP would be based on the 
actual percentage of mixed wastes contributed by the FEMP. For example, 
i f  t he  FEMP contributed one-third of a l l  l i q u i d  mixed waste incinerated 
a t  the TSCA Incinerator, the residues returned would be no more t h a n  
approximately one third of the t o t a l  residues generated. 

In  a d d i t i o n .  the FEMP cannot accept off-si te waste 

The t o t a l  maximum q u a n t i t y  of treatment 
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3.0 RECEIPT AND MANAGEMENT OF TREATMENT RESIDUALS 

The FEMP w i l l  request waste characterization data f o r  each waste stream 
o f  treatment residues t o  be shipped t o  the FEMP from an o f f - s i t e  
treatment f a c i l i t y .  The o f f - s i t e  treatment f a c i l i t y  w i l l  provide the 
data and leve l  o f  deta i l  that  i s  required t o  characterize waste 
generated a t  the FEMP. This data precedes actual shipment of the waste 
so tha t  FEMP personnel can review the data and confirm tha t  the waste 
meets FEMP waste acceptance c r i t e r i a .  The o f f  - s i t e  treatment fac i  1 i ty  
w i l l  fu’rnish information fo r  each waste stream such as: 

0 Physical parameters such as pH. co lor ,  physi ca l  s ta te,  f l  ashpoi n t  , 
p a r t i c l e  s ize,  spec i f ic  g rav i ty ,  density, v iscos i ty ,  l i q u i d  
content, compati b i  1 i t y  ; 

0 TCLP analyt ical  resul ts f o r  t o x i c i t y  character is t ic  consti tuents ; 

0 RCRA waste code(s) wi th  analyt ical  data i f  the codes have been 
determined on the  basis o f  analyt ical  information; 

0 Analyt ical  data concerning a l l  radiological  consti tuents, i f  the 
FEMP waste was incinerated wi th  waste from another s i t e .  

0 Land d i  sposal res t r i c t i on  i nformati on such as t o t a l  organic 
carbon, t o t a l  suspended sol ids,  consti tuent spec i f i c  organic scans 
as necessary; and 

0 Generator cer t i f i ca t ions  that  the information f o r  each waste 

Results from analyses w i l l  be reviewed by FEMP personnel t o  determine 
whether the waste can be accepted by the FEMP. 
the waste can be accepted, the o f f - s i t e  treatment f a c i l i t y  w i l l  be 
n o t i f i e d  t o  schedule shipment o f  the waste. I f  i t  i s  determined t h a t  
the waste can not be accepted, the o f f -s i te  treatment f a c i l i t y  w i l l  be 
n o t i f i e d  i n  wr i t ing .  

stream i s  complete and accurate. 

I f  i t  i s  determined tha t  

When the treatment residues ar r i ve  a t  the FEMP. acceptance v e r i f i c a t i o n  
i s  i n i t i a t e d  by f a c i l i t y  personnel. The fol lowing areas w i  11 be 
exami ned : 

0 Document a t  i on ; 

- Mani fes t  and 1 and d i  sposal not i  f i  ca t i  o n k e r t i  f i  ca t i  on ; 

0 Ver i f i ca t ion  of manifest information; container count, weight, 
waste codes, etc. ; 

0 

0 

Contai ner condi ti on and 1 abel 1 i ng ; and 

Fingerpr int  analysis o f  the waste as speci f ied i n  the FEMP RCRA 
P a r t  B Permit Application, Section C .  Table C-3. 
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Designated personnel examine the hazardous waste mani fes t  and land 
disposal r e s t r i c t i o n  no t i f i ca t ion  and c e r t i f i c a t i o n s .  Absent or  
incomplete recei v i  ng/shi ppi ng documentation such as an incomplete 
hazardous waste mani fes t  or incomplete or m i  ss i  ng 1 and d i  sposal 
r e s t r i c t i o n  information are corrected or  completed p r i o r  t o  acceptance 
of the hazardous waste shipment . 

After ver i f i ca t ion  of container condit ion and proper label ing,  the  
contents o f  the containers w i l l  be examined t o  v e r i f y  the physical s ta te 
o f  the waste. The FEMP w i l l  sign the manifest i n  accordance w i th  Ohio 
Administrat ive Code (OAC) 3745-65-71. The o f f - s i t e  treatment f a c i l i t y  
w i l l  be contacted immediately by phone if any discrepancies or  other 
problems are discovered i n documentati on, condi t ion o f  containers , or  
i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  o f  the treatment residues. I f  discrepancies cannot be 
resolved, the o f f - s i  t e  treatment fac i  1 i t y  w i  11 be informed tha t  the FEMP 
has rejected the  residue shipment and w i l l  re turn the  residue t o  the 
o f f - s i t e  treatment f a c i l i t y .  The FEMP w i l l  send a l e t t e r  describing the 
discrepancy and the attempts t o  resolve the discrepancy t o  OEPA and 
USEPA i f  the discrepancy i s  not resolved w i th in  15 days o f  hazardous 
waste receipt  . 

The FEMP w i l l  perform f ingerpr in t  sampling and analysis on a l l  incoming 
shipments o f  waste treatment residues based on knowledge o f  the waste. 
The analysis performed on the returned treatment residues w i l l  be 
determined by the waste matrix and contaminants o f  concern as described 
i n  Section C .  Table C-3 o f  the FEMP RCRA P a r t  B Permit Appl icat ion.  

Addit ional analyses w i l l  be performed and repeated f o r  wastes t o  be 
received from o f f - s i t e  treatment f a c i l i t i e s  under any o f  these 
conditions : 

0 Before the f i r s t  shipment, and a t  least  annually thereaf ter :  

0 Whenever the process generating the waste changes: or  

0 F i  ngerpri n t i  ng resul ts  do not match the mani fested waste 
preacceptance ranges and the discrepancy cannot be resol ved w i th  
the generator. 

Test methods speci f ied i n  "Test Methods f o r  Evaluation o f  Sol id  Waste, 
Physical/Chemical Methods" (EPA Of f ice o f  Sol id  Waste and Emergency 
Response, SW-846. l a tes t  ed i t ion) ,  or  other EPA approved methods w i  11 be 
used . in  analyzi ng treatment res i  dues. The qual i t y  assurance and qual i t y  
control provisions f o r  the waste  acceptance shal l  be i n  compliance w i th  
appl icable provisions o f  the l a tes t  ed i t ion  o f  the Sitewide CERCLA 
Qual i t y  Assurance Project P1 an. Additional l y  , the Qual  i t y  Assurance 
Program Description shal l  be appl i cab1 e. 

Between receipt  of the treatment residues and ve r i f i ca t i on ,  the residues 
w i l l  be segregated from other hazardous waste stored a t  the FEMP or  
other hazardous waste undergoing acceptance ve r i f i ca t i on .  I f  the 
treatment residues are rejected, the containers w i  11 remain segregated 
u n t i l  i t  i s  feasible t o  re turn the containers t o  the o f f - s i t e  treatment 
f a c i l i t y .  
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,Upon evaluation o f  the waste analysis data, a React iv i ty Group Code w i l l  
be stenci led onto the container. 
storage locat ion based on the physical s ta te and i t s  React iv i ty  Group 
Code. Any subsequent movement o f  the residues w i l l  be recorded i n  the 
FEMP’s hazardous waste t racking system. The residues w i l l  be stored i n  
a hazardous waste storage un i t  i den t i f i ed  i n  the FEMP’s RCRA P a r t  B 
Permit Application pending f i na l ‘  d isposi t ion.  

Each container w i l l  be assigned a 
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FERNALD ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT PROJECT 

PROPOSED SITE 
TREATMENT PLAN 



Plan Volume Summarv 

The Plan Volume i s  the  second o f  two volumes t h a t  comprise t h e  Proposed S i t e  
Treatment Plan (PSTP). The Plan Volume i d e n t i f i e s  treatment capaci ty t o  be 
developed and associated schedules as required by the  FFCAct. The Plan Volume 
a lso addresses implementation of the Proposed S i t e  Treatment Plan and establ ishes 
milestones and ta rge t  dates t h a t  w i l l  be enforced by the  implementing FFCAct 
Order. It references, but does not dupl icate,  d e t a i l s  on the  opt ions as 
discussed i n  the  Background Volume. 
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1. PURP 

1.1 

1.2 

1.3 

1.4 

1.5 

1.6 

FERNALD ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT PROJECT 
PROPOSED SITE TREATMENT PLAN 

PIAN VOLUME 

E AND SCOPE 

The U.S.  Department of Energy (DOE)  is  required t o  prepare a p l a n  
for devel opi ng treatment capacities and technol ogi es for each 
f a c i l i t y  a t  which DOE generates or stores mixed waste, pursuant t o  
Section 3021(b) of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
. ( R C R A ) ,  42 U.S.C 6939c(b). as amended by Section 105(a) of the 
Federal Faci 1 i t y  Compl i ance Act [ ( P .  L.  102-386) (FFCAct 11. The 
mixed waste must be treated or otherwise managed i n  accordance . 
w i t h  the land disposal restriction standards under Section 3004 of 
RCRA. Upon submission of the p l a n  t o  the appropriate regulatory 
agency, the FFCAct requi res the recipient agency t o  sol ici t and 
consider pub1 i c comments, and approve. approve w i t h  modi f i  cati on ,  
or disapprove the p l a n  w i t h i n  six months. The agency is  t o  
consult w i t h  EPA and any State i n  which a facil i ty affected by the 
p lan  is  located. Upon approval of a p l a n ,  the regulatory agency 
must issue a FFCAct Order requiring compliance w i t h  the approved 
p l a n .  

The DOE Fernald Office, hereinafter referred t o  as DOE-FN. has 
prepared this Proposed Site Treatment P l a n  (PSTP) for mixed waste 
a t  the FEMP, w h i c h  identifies how DOE-FN proposes t o  o b t a i n  
treatment of the s i t e ' s  mixed waste or develop technologies for 
treatment where technologies do not exist or need modification. 
For some waste streams, a p l a n  and schedules for characterizing 
wastes, undertaki ng technol ogy assessments, and for providing the 
requi red plans and schedules for devel opi ng capaci t i  es and 
technol ogi es , as appropri ate, are provided. 

T h i s  section intentionally le f t  b l a n k .  

This section intentionally le f t  b l a n k .  

T h i s  section intentionally lef t  b l a n k .  

This section .intentionally le f t  b l a n k .  
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2.0 IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PROPOSED SITE TREATMENT PLAN 

treatment plans and schedules i n  Sections 3 .0  through 5 .0  o f  the Plan 
Volume w i l l  be established i n  the FFCAct Order. 

The mechanisms and procedures fo r  admi n i  s t e r i  ng and imp1 ementi ng the  e 
2.1 This section in ten t iona l l y  l e f t  blank. 

2.2 Modi f i cat ion o f  Techno1 ogi es 

Emerging or  new technologies not yet  considered tha t  provide 
'opportunit ies t o  manage waste more safely,  e f fec t i ve l y  , and a t  
lower cost than the current technologies i d e n t i f i e d  i n  the PSTP 
may be i d e n t i f i e d  i n  the future.  Working c losely  w'ith regulators 
and other interested part ies during the implementation o f  the  
PSTP. DOE w i l l  continue t o  evaluate and develop technologies tha t  
o f f e r  potent ia l  advantages i n  the areas o f  publ ic  acceptance, r i s k  
abatement, performance, and 1 i fe-cycle cost. Should more 
promi sing techno1 ogi es be i denti f i  ed, DOE may request a 
modif icat ion o f  i t s  PSTP i n  accordance w i th  provisions o f  t he  
i mpl ement i ng FFCAct Order. 

3.0 MIXED LOW LEVEL WASTE STREAMS 

The Plan Volume o f  the PSTP establishes overal l  schedules f o r  achieving 
compliance wi th  LDR requirements f o r  mixed wastes a t  the FEMP. The 
schedules i ncl  ude those ac t i  v i  t i e s  requi red t o  br ing exi s t i  ng waste 
treatment f a c i l i t i e s  or  technologies i n t o  operation, and those required 
t o  develop new fac i  1 i t i e s  and capacity f o r  treatment. The assumptions 
upon whi ch i ndi v i  dual schedules are dependent are contained i n  Sections 
3 . 0  through 5:O o f  the Background Volume. The schedules may be affected 
i f  the  underlying assumptions change. The pro ject  completion dates 
provided on the schedules do not include f i n a l  d ispos i t ion o f  treatment 
residues. Dates provi ded i n the P1 a n  Vol ume schedules become enforceable 
through the procedure establ i shed i n  the implementing FFCAct Order. 

3.1 Mixed Waste Streams f o r  which Technology Exis ts  

The FEMP has i d e n t i f i e d  seven Preferred Options f o r  the treatment 
of. characterized mixed low level  waste streams i n  inventory. Only 
minor modif icat ions o f  the Preferred Option. i f  any, are needed t o  
t r e a t  the wastes. 
waste streams are presented i n  Secti ons 3.1.1 through 3 .1 .7 .  

These preferred options and the i  r respective 
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3.1.1 Waste Stream f o r  which Technology Exists - Preferred Option: 
Hydrofluoric Acid (HF) Neutral izat ion System 

Project Name: HF RCRA Closure 

.The FEMP mixed waste stream f o r  which the  Preferred Option i s  
i d e n t i f i e d  as the  HF Neutra l izat ion System i s  l i s t e d  i n  Table 1 
o f  t he  Background Volume. Treatment can be accompli shed 
through the use o f  on -s i t e  e x i s t i n g  f a c i l i t i e s .  Treatment o f  
t h i s  s ing le  waste stream i s  planned as a RCRA Closure o f  a 
Hazardous Waste Management Un i t  (HWMU) using the  HF 
Neutra l izat ion System. Detai led informat ion on t h i s  treatment 
i s  located i n  Section 3.1.1 o f  t h e  Background Volume. 

Consistent w i t h  closure p lan requirements, t h i s  p r o j e c t  i s  
expected t o  be completed w i t h i n  180 days a f t e r  f i n a l  approval 
o f  t he  Closure Plan Information and Data  ( C P I D )  from OEPA. The 
schedules presented below r e f l e c t  dates establ ished by the  
approved closure plan. 

MIXED WASTE STREAM FOR WHICH TECHNOLOGY EXISTS 

Project  S t a r t  Date: January 31, 1992 (COMPLETED) 

Schedule f o r  submi tti ns a1 1 am1 i cable Dermi t am1 i c a t i  ons : Not 
appl icable.  Treatment of t h i s  waste stream w i l l  be performed 
under a RCRA Closure of a HWMU. The CPID f o r  t h i s  p r o j e c t  was 
submitted on Ju l y  1 7 .  1994 and approved by the  OEPA i n  February 
1995. (COMPLETED) 

Schedule f o r  en te r i  ns i n t o  contracts:  The contract  necessary 
f o r  t h i s  p ro jec t  i s  i n  place. (COMPLETED) 

Schedule f o r  i n i t i a t i n s  construct ion:  December 31, 1994 
(COMPLETED 1 

Schedule f o r  conductins systems t e s t i n s :  June 30, 1995 
(COMPLETED) 

Schedule f o r  commenci ns oDerati ons : June 30, 1995 (COMPLETED) 

Schedule f o r  Drocessi ns back1 ossed and current1 Y senerated 
mixed wastes: June 30. 1995 through August 30. 1995 (COMPLETED) 

Pro.iect ComDleti on Date: September 30, 1995 (COMPLETED) 

PROJECT UPDATE 

Treatment o f  t h i s  waste stream was completed as scheduled. 
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Waste Stream fo r  which Technology Exists - Preferred Option: 
Uranyl N i t r a t e  Hexahydrate (UNH) Treatment System 

e Project Name: UNH Neutralization System 

The FEMP mixed waste stream f o r  which the Preferred Option i s  
i d e n t i f i e d  as the UNH Treatment System i s  l i s t e d  i n  Table 2 of 
the Background Volume. For c l a r i t y .  i t  should be noted the 
scope o f  waste treatment under t h i s  Preferred Option i s  more 
extensive than that  covered by the D i rec tor ' s  Final  Findings 
and Orders (DF&O). dated December 2 7 ,  1994 d i  r e c t i  ng treatment 
o f  UNH mater ia l .  Speci f ica l ly .  t h i s  Preferred Option includes 
treatment o f  approximately 30,000 gallons o f  rad io log ica l l y  
contaminated n i t r i c  acid from the N i t r i c  Acid Recovery (NAR) 
system. This waste stream was not included w i th in  the above- 
referenced DF&O. Treatment o f  the UNH waste stream associated ' 
w i th  t h i s  preferred option was completed by September 25. 1995. 
Treatment can be accomplished through the use o f  on-s i te  
ex is t ing  f a c i l i t i e s  augmented w i th  new p ip ing and new skid- 
mounted pumps. The FEMP i s  a CERCLA s i t e  and has been working 
w i th  USEPA and OEPA t o  t r e a t  t h i s  waste on-s i te  through CERCLA 
Removal Action #20. Detai led information on t h i s  treatment i s  
located i n  Section 3.1.2 o f  the Background Volume. 

The construction phase o f  the UNH Neutral izat ion System i s  
scheduled and proceeding . 

MIXED WASTE STREAM FOR WHICH TECHNOLOGY EXISTS 

Pro.iect S t a r t  Date:  November 30, 1993 (COMPLETED) 

Schedule f o r  submittins a l l  am l i cab le  Dermit am l i ca t i ons :  
Not appl icable. No permit required.. Treatment o f  t h i s  waste 
w i l l  be performed under CERCLA Removal Action #20. (COMPLETED) 

ScheduJe f o r  enterins i n t o  contracts: No contracts 
an t i  c i  pated. 

Schedule f o r  i n i t i a t i n s  construction: May 31, 1994 (COMPLETED) 

Schedule f o r  conductins systems tes t ins :  
March 24. 1995 (COMPLETED) 

Schedule f o r  commencins oDerations: 
FEMP began treatment u t i  1 i z i  ng t h i s  Preferred Option. 
March 24. 1995 (COMPLETED) 

Operations i s  the date the 

Schedule f o r  Drocessi ns back1 owed and current1 Y qenerated 
mixed wastes: March 24. 1995 - Apr i l  30. 1996 

Pro.iect ComDletion Date: Ap r i l  30, 1996t 

t. Denotes milestone dates 
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3.1.3 Waste Stream for which Technology Exists - Preferred Option: 

Thori urn Ni t ra te  Treatment System 

Project Name: Thori um Ni t ra te  

The FEMP mixed waste stream f o r  which t h e  Preferred Option 
i s  i d e n t i f i e d  as Thorium N i t r a t e  Treatment System i s  l i s t e d  
i n  Table 3 i n  the  Background Volume. Treatment of t h i s  
s i n g l e  waste stream i s  planned under CERCLA'Removal Act ion 
#9. Treatment o f  t h i s  waste stream w i l l  occur o n - s i t e  using 
a vendor provided service.  Detai led in format ion on the  
a l te rna t i ves  i s  located i n  Section 3.1.3 o f  t h e  Background 
Vol ume. 

MIXED WASTE STREAM FOR WHICH TECHNOLOGY EXISTS 

Pro.iect S t a r t  Date: December 31, 1994 (COMPLETED) 

Schedule f o r  submit t ins a l l  a m l i c a b l e  Dermit a m l i c a t i o n s :  
Not appli.cable. Treatment o f  t h i s  waste stream w i l l  be 
performed under CERCLA Removal Act ion #9. The Pro ject  
Spec i f i c  Plan f o r  t h i s  p ro jec t  was submitted i n  
August 31, 1995. (COMPLETED) 

Schedule for enter i  ns i n t o  contracts: Award con t rac t  w i t h  
vendor f o r  treatment. May 31. 1995 (COMPLETED) 

Schedule f o r  i n i t i a t i n q  construct ion:  Vendor w i l l  supply and 
mobi 1 i ze equipment needed f o r  treatment. 
August 31, 1995 (COMPLETED) 

Schedule f o r  conducti ns systems t e s t i  nq: Systems t e s t i n g  
w i l l  determine Operational Readiness using water t o  simulate 
operations . September 30, 1995 (COMPLETED) 

Schedule f o r  commenci ns operations : Operati ons w i  11 begi n 
wi th  the  r e c i r c u l a t i o n  of the thorium waste as spec i f i ed  i n  
the  Pro ject  Speci f ic  Work Plan. 
September 30, 1995 (COMPLETED) 

Schedule f o r  Drocessins backlossed and current1 Y generated 
mixed wastes: September 30, 1995 - February 29, 1996 

Pro.iect Completion Date: February 29. 1996t 

t Denotes milestone dates 

PSTP - Plan Volume 
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3.1.4 Waste Streams for which Technology Exists - Preferred e Option: Wastewater Treatment 

Project Name: Liquid Mixed Waste Project 

The FEMP mixed waste streams for which the Preferred Option 
i s  i d e n t i f i e d  as Wastewater Treatment are located i n  Table 4 
o f  the Background Volume. Treatment o f  these waste streams 
w i l l  occur on-s i te  i n  an ex is t ing  f a c i l i t y .  This pro ject  i s  
par t  o f  the Liquid Mixed Waste Project .  Liquids are w i l l  be 
bulked, tested and a determination w i l l  be made whether they 
are acceptable for the FEMP Wastewater Treatment System. 
Detai led information on t h i s  treatment i s  located i n  Section 
3.1.4 o f  the Background Vol ume. 

, The Liquid Mixed Waste Project i s  designed t o  address 
treatment and disposal o f  a l l  l i q u i d  mixed waste cur ren t ly  
i n  storage through the WWTS or  the TSCA Incinerator 
Preferred Options . 

MIXED WASTE STREAMS FOR WHICH TECHNOLOGY EXISTS 

Project S t a r t  Date: October 31, 1994 (COMPLETED) 

Schedule f o r  submittinq a l l  am l i cab le  D e r m i t  
aml ica t ions :  Not appl icable. This pro ject  w i l l  be 
i n i t i a t e d  as par t  o f  CERCLA Removal Action #9 (RA #9). 
#9 w i l l  be modified t o  c l a r i f y  the scope o f  work and w i l l  be 
consistent w i th  the FEMP's Invest igat ion Derived Waste (IDW). 
pol i c y  and NPDES permit and w i  11. meet the  requi rements o f  
the RCRA wastewater treatment u n i t  exclusion. 

RA 

Schedule f o r  enterinq i n t o  contracts: No contract i s  
requi red. 

Schedule f o r  i n i t i a t i n q  construction: No construction i s  
requi red f o r  t h i s  pro ject .  

Schedule f o r  conductins systems test inq:  
Tank set-up and tes t ing  o f  WWTS i s  complete. 
October 31. 1994 (COMPLETED) 

Schedule fo r  commenci nq oDerati ons : 
the FEMP w i l l  begin treatment u t i l i z i n g  t h i s  Preferred 
Option. February 29. 1996t 

Operations i s  the date 

Schedule fo r  Drocessi nq backlowed and current1 Y qenerated 
mixed wastes:  February 29. 1996 through September 30. 1996 

Pro.iect ComDletion Date: September 30, 1996t 

t Denotes m i  1 estone dates 
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3.1.5 Waste Streams f o r  which Technology Exists - Preferred 
Option: Ohio Mobile Stabi l izat ion System 

Project Name: Stabi l izat ion Project 

The FEMP mixed waste streams for which the Preferred Option 
is identified as Ohio  Mobile S t a b i l i z a t i o n  System are l isted 
i n  Table 5 of the Background Volume. Treatment of these 
waste streams will occur on-site using a vendor provided 
mobile service. 
located i n  Section 3.1.5 of the Background Volume. 

Detailed information on th i s  treatment is  

The FEMP published a request for information i n  the Comerce 
Business Da i 7y. Mu1 t i  pl  e responses were recei ved from 
compani es capable of performi ng Mobi 1 e Stab i  1 i z a t i  on. 

The FEMP wi l l  implement the S t a b i l i z a t i o n  Project as part o f  
CERCLA Removal Action #9 (RA #9>.  however, treatment 
operations wi 11 not begin prior t o  Ohio EPA approval . 

MIXED WASTE STREAMS FOR WHICH TECHNOLOGY EXISTS 

Pro.iect Start Date: October 31, 1994 (COMPLETED) 

Schedule for submittins a l l  amlicable oermit amlications:  
Not applicable. This project w i l l  be initiated as part of 
RA #9. The Project Specific P l a n  for this  project was 
submitted i n  September 30, 1995. (COMPLETED) 

Schedule for enteri ns i n t o  contracts : 
May 31. 1995 (COMPLETED) 

Schedule for i n i t i a t i n s  construction: 
f u l l y  constructed mobi l e  system. October 31, 1995t 

Vendor will supply a 

Schedule for conductins systems testins:  November 30, 1995t 
Complete Operational Readiness Review. 

Schedule for comrnencinq operations: 
the FEMP wi l l  begin treatment u t i l i z i n g  this  Preferred 
Option.  November 30, 1995t 

Schedule for Drocessi nq backlowed mi xed wastes : 
November 30. 1995 through September 30. 1996 

Pro.iect Comoletion Date: September 30, 1996t 

Operations i s  the date 

t Denotes milestone dates 
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3.1.6 Waste Streams f o r  which Technology Exists - Preferred 
Option: Ohio Mobile Chemical Treatment System 

Project Name: Chemical Treatment Project 

The FEMP mixed waste streams where the  Preferred Option i s  
i d e n t i f i e d  as Ohio Mobile Chemical Treatment System are 
l i s t e d  i n  Table 6 o f  the  Background Volume. Treatment o f  
these waste streams w i l l  occur on-s i te  using vendor provided 
services . Detai 1 ed i nformati on on t h i s  treatment i s 1 ocated 
i n  Section 3.1.6 o f  the Background Volume. 

Mu l t i p le  contracts w i l l  be entered i n t o  f o r  t he  performance 
o f  treatment f o r  each technology i n  the  Chemical Treatment 
Project .  Specif ic work plans w i l l  be developed by t h e  
vendor f o r  each technol ogy . The technol ogy speci f i c work 
plans w i l l  be submitted t o  the State f o r  approval. 

approval o f  the technology spec i f i c  work plans. 

MIXED WASTE STREAMS FOR WHICH TECHNOLOGY EXISTS 

' Construction of t he  f a c i l i t i e s  w i l l  be i n i t i a t e d  upon State 

Pro.iect S t a r t  Date: October 31, 1994 (COMPLETED) 

Schedule f o r  submi tti nq a1 1 a w l  i cab1 e Dermi t am1 i c a t i  ons : 
Not appl icable. It i s  ant ic ipated t h a t  t h i s  p ro jec t  w i l l  be 
i n i t i a t e d  as pa r t  o f  CERCLA Removal Action #9. The D r a f t  
Work Plan f o r  t h i s  pro ject  w i l l  be submitted i n  
November 30, 1995. t 
A schedule f o r  commencing operations w i l l  be provided i n  
each technology pro jec t  spec i f i c  work plan submitted f o r  
approval. 

Schedule f o r  en ter i  nq i nto  contracts : 
The contract f o r  imdementation o f  t he  f i r s t  technoloqv w i l l  -., 
be entered i n t o  i n  A p r i l  30. 1996.t 
The pro jec t  spec i f i c  work plan f o r  each technology w i l l  be 
submitted f o r  approval w i th in  120 days o f  enter ing i n t o  the  
contract .  t 
The contract  f o r  t he  l a s t  technology w i l l  be entered i n t o  i n  
September 30. 2000. 

Schedule f o r  i n i t i a t i n q  construct ion:  
f u l l y  constructed mobile system. Construction for  each 
technology w i l l  be i n i t i a t e d  w i th in  30 days o f  approval o f  
the  pro jec t  spec i f i c  work plan. t 

' 

Vendor w i l l  supply a 

Schedule f o r  conducti nq systems t e s t i  nq : 
Operational Readiness and systems tes t i ng  w i  11 be completed 
120 days a f t e r  completion o f  treatment f a c i l i t y  
construct ion.  t 
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Schedule f o r  commenci ns oDerati ons : 
Treatment w i l l  be i n i t i a t e d  w i t h i n  14 days o f  comDletion o f  " e system tes t i ng  f o r  each techno1 ogy . t 

Schedule f o r  Drocessins backlossed and current1 Y senerated 
mixed wastes: February 28, 1997 through September 30, 2001 
A schedule f o r  processing backlogged and cur ren t ly  generated 
mixed waste w i l l  be provided by technology i n  each p ro jec t  
speci f i c  work plan submitted f o r  approval . 

Pro.iect ComDletion Date: September 30, 2001 

t Denotes m i  1 estone dates 
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3.1.7 Waste Streams fo r  which Technology Exists - Preferred 
Option: TSCA Incinerator 

Project Name: Liquid Mixed Waste Project 
The FEMP mixed waste streams ( l i q u i d  p o r t i o n  only)  f o r  which 
the Preferred Option i s i dent i  f i  ed as the  TSCA I n c i  nerator  
are l i s t e d  i n  Table 7 o f  t h e  Background Volume. Treatment 
o f  these waste streams w i l l  occur o f f - s i t e  a t  t h e  DOE K-25 
s i t e  i n  Oak Ridge, Tennessee. 

The FEMP i s  cu r ren t l y  a l l o t t e d  693,000 pounds o r  
approximately 318.780 kilograms o f  mixed low l e v e l  waste 
treatment capacity per year a t  t he  TSCA Inc ine ra to r .  The 
FEMP plans t o  bulk mixed waste f o r  shipment t o  the  TSCA 
Inc inerator .  Detai led i n fo r r i a t i on  on t h i s  treatment i s  
located i n  Section 3.1.7 o f  t h e  Background Volume. 

Bulking and t ranspor t  o f  these wastes w i l l  be implemented as 
p a r t  o f  CERCLA Removal Act ion #9 (RA #9>. However, these 
a c t i v i t i e s  w i l l  not  begin p r i o r  t o  Ohio EPA approval. 

The milestone dates f o r  TSCA Inc ine ra to r  are shipping dates. 
The shipping dates are dependent on acceptance o f  t h e  waste 
by t h e  Oak Ridge Reservation and t h e  State o f  Tennessee. 

The L iqu id  Mixed Waste Pro ject  i s  designed t o  address 
treatment and disposal o f  a l l  l i q u i d  mixed waste c u r r e n t l y  
i n  storage through the WWTS o r  the TSCA Inc ine ra to r  
Preferred Options . 

MIXED WASTE STREAMS FOR WHICH TECHNOLOGY EXISTS 

Pro.iect S t a r t  Date: October 1994 (COMPLETED) 

Schedule f o r  submitt inq a l l  a m l i c a b l e  permit a m l i c a t i o n s :  
Not appl icable.  This p ro jec t  w i l l  be i n i t i a t e d  as p a r t  o f  
RA #9. (COMPLETED) 

Schedule f o r  enter inq i n t o  contracts :  
(DOE fac i  1 i t y  t o  DOE f a c i  1 i t y  agreement 1 .  

Schedule f o r  i n i t i a t i n q  construct ion:  No const ruct ion i s  
required f o r  t h i s  p ro jec t .  

Schedule f o r  conducti nq systems t e s t i  nq : 
Tank set-up and t e s t i n g  were completed i n  October 1994. 
October 31, 1994 (COMPLETED) 

Contracting complete 

Schedule f o r  commenci nq ooerat i  ons : Operati ons began w i t h  
the bulk ing o f  waste streams. June 30. 1995 (COMPLETED) 

Schedule f o r  Drocessi nq backloqqed and current1 Y senerated 
mixed wastes: June 30. 1995 through September 30, 1996 

Pro.iect Completion Date: Shipments from the FEMP t o  the 
TSCA Inc inerator  w i l l  be complete by September 30, 1996t 
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'f,' ; <? ': . + s .  3.p Mixed Waste Streams for which Technology Exis ts  But Needs 
Adaptation or  f o r  which No Technology Exists 

e The FEMP has not identified any mixed waste streams for which 
significant adap ta t ion  and technology development is required for 
treatment. After f ina l  characterization, which wi 11 occur as a 
part of the project management process, certain variances may be 
requested. Speci f i  cal l y  , there may be some constituents for which 
the LDR treatment standard is  incineration. The FEMP may request 
a variance t o  allow chemical destruction or s t a b i l i z a t i o n .  Also. 
certain debris may require a technology which i s  not practical, 
therefore. a variance may be requested for these wastes. 

Mixed Waste Streams Requiring Further Characterization o r .  f o r  
which Technology As'sessment Has Not Been Done 

3 . 3  

All FEMP mixed low level waste streams identified i n  the PSTP. 
detailed i n  Appendix C .  have a Preferred Option for treatment. 

Th i s  section intentionally lef t  b l a n k .  4 . 0  

5.0 This  section intentionally le f t  blank 
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APPENDIX I 

RECEIPT AND MANAGEMENT 
OF TREATMENT RESIDUALS 



Appendix I. Receipt and Management 
o f  Treatment Residuals 

Appendix I provides a residue management plan f o r  the  FEMP. The FEMP w i l l  
seek approval o f  the  OEPA if required t o  receive back and manage treatment 
residuals derived from the  o f f - s i t e  treatment o f  FEMP wastes p r i o r  t o  f i n a l  
d ispos i t ion .  This plan was developed t o  address the possible re tu rn  and 
management of treatment residues resu l t ing  from inc inera t ion  a t  the  TSCA 
Inc inerator  . 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

This appendix identifies the steps t h a t  the FEMP will  follow when 
accepting FEMP treatment residuals from an off-site treatment facil i ty.  
No hazardous waste from off-site facil i t ies i s  accepted and/or stored a t  
the FEMP unless the conditions of this Residual Management P lan  and of 
the Consent Decree and i t s  stipulated amendment are met. Under the 
terms of the Consent Decree, "No hazardous or mixed waste from a n  of f -  
s i t e  source not already listed i n  the [FEMP] Part B Permit Application, 
or a revision as of the date of entry of this Consent Decree, shall be 
stored, disposed or treated a t  the [FEMP] w i t h o u t  the prior approval of 
the State of Ohio." 

D 

Thi s Residuals Management P1 an is consi dered an Interim F i n a l  document. 
No later t h a n  December 31, 1995. DOE shall submit a F i n a l  Residuals 
Management P lan  for review and approval by the Ohio EPA. Upon a p  roval 
of the Ohio EPA. the approved F i n a l  Residuals Management P l a n  sha 7 1 
supercede this Interim F i n a l  Document and be. automatically incorporated 
in to  the Compliance P lan  Volume. 

1-1 
PSTP - Appendix I 
# STP-001 Rev 1.1 



2.0 SOURCE(S) OF TREATMENT RESIDUALS 

The FEMP anticipates tha t  it w i l l  continue t o  send hazardous waste o f f -  
s i t e  f o r  treatment p r i o r  t o  f i n a l  d isposi t ion.  The FEMP may be 
requested and/or requi red t o  receive back and manage residues derived 
from the treatment o f  FEMP wastes p r i o r  t o  t h e i r  disposal. An example 
o f  treatment generating residues i s  the current use of the Department of 
Energy TSCA Incinerator located i n  Oak Ridge, Tennessee f o r  the 
treatment o f  m i  xed wastes amenabl e t o  i nci  nerat i  on. 

Currently, the FEMP does not ant ic ipate receiving residues back from the 
TSCA Incinerator.  I f  t h i s  s i tua t ion  should change, the residues w i l l  be 
accepted under the conditions o f  t h i s  Residual Management Plan and o f  
the Consent Decree and i t s  Stipulated Amendment and i n  accordance w i th  
Section C-Waste Characterist ics o f  the FEMP's RCRA P a r t  B Permit 
Appl i ca t i  on. 

The l i q u i d  mixed wastes that  are shipped t o  the TSCA Incinerator f o r  
treatment are comingled wi th  the wastes from other DOE s i t es .  The 
ex is t ing inc inerat ion process, process configuration, and storage o f  
post process residuals does not allow for dedicated batching or  batch 
segregation from indiv idual  DOE s i tes .  The resu l t ing  residuals from 
t h i s  treatment process could po ten t ia l l y  contain any combination o f  EPA 
waste codes iden t i f i ed  i n  the FEMP's RCRA P a r t  B permit appl icat ion.  
The FEMP cannot accept any residues containing waste codes tha t  are not 
i d e n t i f i e d  i n  the permit appl icat ion or  without p r i o r  approval o f  the 
S t a t e  o f  Ohio. 
unless tha t  waste contains radionuclides which have or ig inated from the 
FEMP o r  without p r i o r  approval o f  the State o f  Ohio. Any other o f f - s i t e  
waste w i l l  be brought on-si te only i n  accordance wi th  the Consent Decree 
and it ' s  S t i  pul ated Amendments. 

I n  addi t ion,  the FEMP cannot accept o f f - s i t e  waste 

The FEMP i s  current ly  ant ic ipat ing tha t  most o f  the l i q u i d  mixed wastes 
on-s i te  meeting the TSCA Waste Acceptance Cr i t e r i a  w i l l  be shipped t o  
the TSCA Incinerator f o r  treatment. An annual burn plan i s  formulated 
f o r  the inc inerat ion o f  a l l  mixed waste l iqu ids  a t  the TSCA Inc inerator .  
This burn plan a l l o t s  a predetermined percentage o f  the  t o t a l  mixed 
waste l i q u i d  capacity o f  the TSCA Incinerator t o  the FEMP f o r  the  
inc inerat ion o f  FEMP wastes. The t o t a l  maximum quant i ty o f  treatment 
residuals that could be returned t o  the FEMP would be based on the  
actual percentage o f  mixed wastes contributed by the FEMP. For example, 
i f  the FEMP contr ibuted one-third o f  a l l  l i q u i d  mixed waste incinerated 
a t  the TSCA Incinerator,  the residues returned would be no more than 
approximately one t h i  r d  o f  the totral residues generated. 
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3.0 RECEIPT AND MANAGEMENT OF TREATMENT RESIDUALS 
E 7 2 1 2 '  

The FEMP w i l l  request waste characterization data f o r  each waste stream 
o f  treatment residues t o  be shipped t o  the FEMP from an o f f - s i t e  
treatment faci 1 i t y .  The o f f - s i  t e  treatment fac i  1 i t y  w i  11 provide the 
data and level  o f  de ta i l  t ha t  i s  required t o  characterize waste 
generated a t  the FEMP. This data precedes actual shipment of the waste 
so tha t  FEMP personnel can review the data and confirm tha t  the waste 
meets FEMP waste acceptance c r i t e r i a .  The o f f  - s i t e  treatment fac i  1 i t y  
w i l l  , furn ish information f o r  each waste stream such as: ' 

0 Physical parameters such as pH, co lor ,  physical s ta te,  f lashpoint .  
pa r t i c l e  size, spec i f i c  grav i ty ,  density, v iscos i ty ,  l i q u i d  
content, compati b i  1 i t y  : 

0 TCLP analyt ical  resul ts  f o r  t o x i c i t y  character is t ic  consti tuents: 

0 RCRA waste code(s1 wi th  analy t ica l  data i f  the codes have been 
determined on the basis of analyt ical  information: 

0 Analyt ical data concerning a l l  radiological  consti tuents, i f  the 
FEMP waste was incinerated wi th  waste from another s i t e .  

0 Land disposal r e s t r i  c t i  on information such as t o t a l  organic 
carbon, t o t a l  suspended sol ids ,  consti tuent spec i f ic  organic scans 
as necessary: and 

0 

Results from analyses w i l l  be reviewed by FEMP personnel t o  determine 
whether the waste can be accepted by the FEMP. 
the waste can be accepted, the o f f - s i t e  treatment f a c i l i t y  w i l l  be 
n o t i f i e d  t o  schedule shipment o f  the waste. I f  i t  i s  determined tha t  
the waste can not be accepted, the o f f - s i t e  treatment f a c i l i t y  w i l l  be 
n o t i f i e d  i n  wr i t ing .  

Generator ce r t i f i ca t i ons  tha t  the information f o r  each waste 
stream i s  complete and accurate. 

If it i s  determined tha t  

When the treatment residues a r r i ve  a t  the FEMP, acceptance v e r i f i c a t i o n  
i s  i n i t i a t e d  by f a c i l i t y  personnel. The fol lowing areas w i  11 be 
exami ned : 

0 Documentation: 

0 Mani fes t  and 1 and d i  sposal noti f i  ca t i  on/cert i  f i  c a t i  on : 

0 Ver i f icat ion o f  manifest information: container count, weight, 
waste codes, etc.  : 

0 Container condi t'i on and 1 abel l  i ng : and 

0 Fingerpr int  analysis o f  the waste as speci f ied i n  the FEMP RCRA 
P a r t  B Permit Application, Section C .  Table C-3. 
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Designated personnel examine the  hazardous waste manifest and land 
disposal r e s t r i c t i o n  n o t i f i c a t i o n  and c e r t i f i c a t i o n s .  Absent o r  
i ncomplete recei  v i  ng/shi ppi ng documentation such as an i ncompl e te  
hazardous waste mani f es t  o r  incomplete o r  m i  ss i  ng 1 and disposal 
r e s t r i c t i o n  information are corrected o r  completed p r i o r  t o  acceptance 
o f  the  hazardous waste shipment. ' 

B 
After ve r i f i ca t i on  o f  container condi t ion and proper labe l ing ,  the  
contents of t he  containers w i l l  be examined t o  v e r i f y  the  physical s ta te  
o f  the  waste. The FEMP w i l l  s ign the  manifest i n  accordance w i t h  Ohio 
Administrat ive Code (OAC) 3745-65-71. The o f f - s i t e  treatment f a c i l i t y  
w i l l  be contacted immediately by phone if any discrepancies o r  other 
problems are d i  scovered i n  documentation. condi t ion o f  contai ners , o r  
i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  o f  the treatment residues. If discrepancies cannot be 
resolved, the  o f f - s i t e  treatment f a c i l i t y  w i l l  be informed t h a t  t he  FEMP 
has re jected the  residue shipment and w i l l  re tu rn  the  residue t o  the  
o f f - s i t e  treatment f a c i l i t y .  The FEMP w i l l  send a l e t t e r  descr ib ing the  
discrepancy and the attempts t o  resolve the discrepancy t o  OEPA and 
USEPA i f  the discrepancy i s  not resolved w i th in  15 days o f  hazardous 
waste receipt  . 

The FEMP w i l l  perform f ingerpr in t  sampling and analysis on a l l  incoming 
shipments o f  waste treatment residues based on knowledge o f  t he  waste. 
The analysis performed on the returned treatment residues w i l l  be 
determined by the waste matr ix  and contaminants o f  concern as described 
i n  Section C .  Table C-3 o f  the  FEMP RCRA P a r t  B Permit Appl icat ion.  

Addi t ional  analyses w i l l  be performed and repeated f o r  wastes t o  be 
received from o f f - s i t e  treatment fac i  1 i t i e s  under any o f  these 
condi ti ons : 

0 Before t h e  f i r s t  shipment, and a t  l eas t  annually t he rea f te r ;  

0 Whenever the process generating the  waste changes; o r  

0 Fingerpr in t ing resu l ts  do not match the  mani fested waste 
preacceptance ranges and the  discrepancy cannot be resolved w i t h  
t h e  generator. 

Test methods speci f ied i n  "Test Methods f o r  Evaluation o f  So l i d  Waste, 
Physical /Chemical Methods" (EPA Of f i ce  o f  So l id  Waste and Emergency 
Response, SW-846, l a t e s t  e d i t i o n ) ,  o r  other EPA approved methods w i  11 be 
used i n  analyzing treatment residues. The qual i t y  assurance and qual i t y  
contro l  provisions f o r  the  waste acceptance sha l l  be i n  compliance w i th  
appl icable provis ions o f  the  l a t e s t  ed i t i on  o f  the  Sitewide CERCLA 
Qual i ty  Assurance Project  Plan. Add i t iona l l y ,  the  Qual i ty  Assurance 
Program Descr ipt ion sha l l  be applicable. 

Between receipt  o f  the treatment residues and v e r i f i c a t i o n ,  t he  residues 
w i l l  be segregated from other hazardous waste stored a t  the  FEMP o r  
other hazardous waste undergoing acceptance v e r i f i c a t i o n .  I f  the  
treatment residues are rejected, the containers w i  11 remain segregated 
u n t i l  i t  i s  feas ib le  t o  re tu rn  the containers t o  the  o f f - s i t e  treatment 
f a c i l i t y .  
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Upon evaluation o f  the waste analysis d a t a ,  a Reactivity Group Code will 
be stenciled onto the container. 
storage location based on the physical state and i t s  Reactivity Group 
Code. Any subsequent movement o f  the residues wi l l  be recorded i n  the 
FEMP’s hazardous waste tracking system. The residues w i l l  be stored i n  
a hazardous waste storage u n i t  identified i n  the FEMP’s RCRA Part B 
Permit Application pending f ina l  disposit ion.  

Each container will  be assigned a 
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